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ABSTRACT
Past research has failed to demonstrate clear, consistent, 
or strong relations between art preferences and personality.
Hypotheses were generated on the basis of selected theories of art and 
previous findings in the psychology of art. Also, the assumption of 
sculptures as psychological persons was developed to extend the 
paradigms of self-theory, cognitive consistency, social comparison, 
and interpersonal attraction to include the investigation of relations 
between art preferences and personality.
It was hypothesized that sculpture preferences are positively 
associated with the similarity of the expressed personality of the 
sculpture to the self-perceived personality of the spectator. The 
mean descriptions of 20 slides of sculpture by 50 male and 50 female 
undergraduates on 10 semantic differential scales were used as a 
measure of the expressed personalities of the sculptures. Actual- and 
ideal-self descriptions by a second sample of 50 male and 50 female 
undergraduates on the same 10 semantic differential scales assessed 
the spectator's self-perceived personality. Distance measures between 
the mean sculpture descriptions and the self descriptions were computed 
and correlated with sculpture preference ratings.
Numerous significant (at the .05 level) ANOVA's and t^ tests 
demonstrated the effectiveness of the 10 scales in describing the 
sculptures, the actual-self, and the ideal-self. There was little
v
support for the central hypothesis. For a few individuals there was a 
significant relation (at the .05 level) between liking for sculptures 
and the sculpture's similarity to the self-concept. However, these 
associations between liking and similarity to self occurred in such 
various forms that little understanding of the relations among vari­
ables was achieved.
There were few sex differences in the sculpture descriptions 
or preferences. Sex differences in self descriptions were in the ex­
pected directions.
The 10 semantic differential scales used were considered 
promising measures of the meaning of sculptures and of self-concepts. 
Revisions of the central hypothesis were discussed, especially in 
terms of an attraction-similarity-projection hypothesis.
vi
INTRODUCTION
The German philosopher Alexander Baumgarten (1714-1762) coined 
the term "aesthetics" to refer to the study of beauty and art. Con­
temporary aesthetics is truly eclectic in its subject matter and 
methods of inquiry. Among the many arts studied are music, litera­
ture, painting, sculpture, theater, dance, film, photography, pottery, 
design, and architecture. Aesthetics encompasses a variety of 
disciplines including philosophy, psychology, sociology, anthropology, 
cultural history, art criticism, and education.
Other uses of the word "aesthetic" are closely related to its 
derivation from the Greek aisthesis or "sense perception." "Aesthetic" 
connotes a certain category or quality of experience or emotion. In 
its most fundamental meaning it refers to the pleasure of sensory 
experience in itself or to the particular pleasure of perceptions that 
meet specific criteria of balance, proportion, rhythm, etc. In a 
wider interpretation "aesthetic" refers to the appreciation of similar 
dimensions in the interplay of forces in dramatic action or literary 
thematic development. Aesthetic experience has often been equated with 
the sense of beauty, both natural and man-made. Determining the 
criteria of aesthetic value or the nature of beauty has been a major 
concern of students of aesthetics throughout history. However, modern 
aesthetics has eschewed the investigation of the beautiful and has 
focused instead on works of ar t .
1
2After hundreds of years of energetic polemics, there is still 
no satisfactory answer to the question: What is art? Furthermore,
there is growing agreement among speculative philosophers (e.g., 
Aldrich, 1963), art historians (e.g., Janson, 1962), and scientific 
psychologists (e.g., Berlyne, 1971; Child, 1969) that the question is 
neither necessary nor productive for increasing our understanding of 
art. Instead of having a single essence, art serves numerous functions 
for both society and the individual. Art is probably best thought of 
as a family of phenomena rather than a functional unity (Ogden & 
Richards, 1923).
A few issues in art theory that are relevant to the present 
study will be briefly surveyed.
Some Theoretical Issues in Art
It is generally acknowledged that art imitates, expresses, or 
represents life. In this context, life includes subjective experiences 
such as thoughts and feelings as well as overt behavior. A given work 
of art can portray an idea, an emotional state, an attitude, a charac­
ter, an interpersonal interaction, or various combinations of these 
to create entire lives. For example, art has been viewed as an imita­
tion of Ideal Forms (Plato, 1965), an imitation of "action and life" 
(Aristotle, 1965, p. 46), the material expression of Ideal Spirit 
(Hegel, 1835), the embodiment of the self (Lipps, 1905), the objectifi­
cation of the feeling of pleasure (Santayana, 1936), and the objectifi­
cation of inner subjective experience (Langer, 1957), To say that all 
good art is vital or alive is nearly a truism among art theorists (e.g.,
3Langer, 1957; Read, 1956), art historians (e.g., Clark, 1969; Janson, 
1962), and the artists themselves. Henry Moore, the contemporary 
British sculptor, writes, "All the artists that I admire--Rubens, 
Michelangelo, Tintoretto, Rembrandt, Rodin and some others--have a 
life-giving power in their work," (Hedgecoe & Moore, 1968, p. 7).
Where does the life in art come from? Susanne Langer and
Theodor Lipps, both philosophers, address themselves to this question.
First, Langer (1957) maintains that the formal structure of the art
object corresponds to the structure of human experience. This
isomorphism was identified by C. C. Pratt (1954, p. 296) in his famous
statement, "Music sounds the way emotions feel." "And likewise, in good
painting, sculpture, or building, balanced shapes and colors, lines and
masses look as emotions, vital tensions and their resolutions feel,"
(Langer, 1957, p. 26). She concludes:
the more you study artistic composition, the more lucidly you 
see its likeness to the composition of life itself, from the 
elementary biological patterns to the great structures of human 
feeling and personality that are the import of our crowning 
works of art; and it is by virtue of this likeness that a picture, 
a song, a poem is more than a thing--that it seems to be a living 
form . . .," (p. 58) .
Good art shares with life the structural properties of patterned
change, interdependent parts, and rhythmic processes.
Secondly, the spectator projects his own felt life into the art 
object. Lipps (1903, 1905) called this process empathy. Aesthetic 
enjoyment is the peculiar enjoyment of experiencing oneself in an 
object distinct from the self. Although empathy is best facilitated 
by representations of the human figure, it also occurs in response to 
other objects such as architectural forms and landscapes.
4The vitality that seems to reside in good works of art is a 
joint function of the compositional structure imposed by the artist and 
the projections of the spectator. These notions have a long history 
in aesthetics. "Like knows like" is a tenet of Pre-Socratic philosophy. 
Men respond emotionally to poetry and statuary because these art 
objects are composed of the same stuff as human feelings (Gilbert &
Kuhn, 1953). Also, identification, the recognition of oneself in the 
person of a dramatic character, is fundamental to Aristotle's theory 
of tragedy. Finally, Henry Moore (1937) explains that in order to 
appreciate sculpture fully, the spectator, like the artist himself, 
must identify with the weight, mass, and center of gravity of the 
piece. Although art may not be biologically alive, actually real, or 
logically true, good art is usually experienced as psychologically 
alive, real, and true.
Psychological life as expressed in sculpture has most often
taken the form of persons. Michelangelo described carving as a process
of liberating the living figure from the marble. He compared this to
the divine act of creating a living person from matter (Hartt, 1969).
Henry Moore remarks:
Each particular carving I make takes on in ray mind a human, or 
occasionally animal character and personality, and this 
personality controls its design and formal qualities, and makes 
me satisfied or dissatisfied with the work as it develops 
(1937, p. 449).
It is perhaps obvious that human character can be portrayed in sculp­
ture by the realistic rendition of various facial expressions, gestures, 
and postures of the human body. It is also understandable that the
5human figure might be distorted and parts of it exaggerated in order 
to emphasize certain personality traits. Consider, for instance, the 
fragmented face of Boccioni's Mother, the full, rounded women of 
Lachaise, and the stick-like men of Giacometti. However, it is not 
immediately clear how some geometric abstractions or other ambiguous 
sculptures with no resemblance to anything in visual reality can 
represent a person. First, it should be remembered that personality 
traits are not visible entities. Even in figurative sculpture only 
the outward reflections of personality can be portrayed. In fact, 
abstract forms may be able to depict personality traits more directly 
and effectively than figurative sculpture. Secondly, even simple 
shapes have meanings. Concave and convex areas, sharply intersecting 
planes, glossy and rough surfaces, all of these possess associative 
and affective meanings. Finally, as Langer asserts, when these ele­
ments are appropriately composed they become living forms.
Surprisingly enough, even when the above conditions have been 
intentionally violated abstract sculptures have been interpreted as 
representing persons. Minimal sculptors profess to produce art objects 
that are devoid of content, associative and affective meanings, and 
formal composition (Battcock, 1968). Nevertheless, Michael Fried
(1967) considers Minimal sculpture to be highly anthropomorphic. He 
reviews the statements of the artists themselves and of other critics 
to support his position. When sympathetically encountering a Minimal 
sculpture the spectator is struck by its scale, unity, and "apparent 
hollowness," all of which contribute to its felt presence as another
6person. Fried suggests that Tony Smith's Die, a simple six-foot cube, 
can be appropriately described as a "surrogate person."
In developing his theory of sculpture appreciation Herbert Read 
(1956) reconstructs the evolution of sculpture as an independent art 
from its origins in the monument and the amulet. Monolithic stone 
monuments, often thought to be inhabited by spirits, were the first 
sculpture. Next, the monument was hollowed out to become a sarcophagus 
and eventually a tomb, the dwelling place of the dead. In a parallel 
line of development, the hollowed monument became the container for 
smaller images of the gods and was later expanded into the temple, 
the house of divine spirits. The anthropologist Hoebel (1966) notes 
that the statues of primitive cultures are typically the abodes of 
ancestral spirits. These fetishes are treated as living personages 
with supernatural powers. From an historical perspective the French 
film critic Andre Bazin (1967) suggests that a "mummy complex" under­
lies painting and sculpture. After reviewing early Egyptian sculpture 
he concludes, "It is this religious use, then, that lays bare the 
primordial function of statuary, namely, the preservation of life by a 
representation of life," (pp. 9-10). Finally, Kenneth Clark (1969), 
the British art historian and critic, compares the Greek Apollo of the 
Belvedere to an African tribal mask. Even though they belong to widely 
divergent civilizations, they both represent imaginary spirits that 
reflect the beliefs or ideals of their respective cultures. Since 
earliest times sculpture has served to immortalize esteemed persons, 
religious figures, and cultural heroes.
7The human figure has dominated sculpture throughout history , at 
least until the twentieth century. Read suggests that a major function 
of human figure sculpture is to enhance man's sense of existence. He 
refers to the popularity of the myths of Narcissus and Pygmalion to 
"illustrate the deep-seated longing that man has to project an icon, a 
material counterpart of his mental image of himself," (1956, p. 29).
He cites Greek sculpture as a good example of narcissistic projection, 
"this re-creation of the self . . ." (p. 55).
Of the various psychological persons represented in sculpture 
three types are common: deceased souls, divinities, and one's self.
Sculptural representation of the deceased may be a cairn for immortal­
ity; images of the divine may be personified realizations of values and 
ideals, and self portraits may be an affirmation of existence.
What is it about sculpture that communicates a personal 
ambience? First of all, since most sculpture is human figurative sculp­
ture it is easily interpreted as representations of persons. Still, 
the personal presence of sculpture differs from that of figurative 
painting. A few speculations will be offered. In the writings of art 
theorists, critics, historians, and sculptors (e.g., Greenberg, 1961; 
Moore, 1937; Neumann, 1959; Read, 1956) a few distinctive attributes 
of sculpture are repeatedly recognized. These attributes can be dis­
cussed in terms of the interrelated qualities of scale, autonomy, 
containment, and palpability. (Three of these are remarkably similar 
to the determinants of anthropomorphism in Minimal sculpture as identi­
fied by Fried.)
8The scale of sculpture is typically both human and monumental. 
The relatively human physical size of most sculpture, its heavy weight, 
and its durable materials like marble and bronze contribute to its 
sense of permanence, immovability, and temporal monumentality. Unlike 
painting, sculpture can withstand the elements. Like man's soul, 
sculpture is perceived as indestructible, immortal, and eternal.
Autonomy, independence, and self-sufficiency are a second set 
of sculptural attributes. In contrast to painting, sculpture is usually 
physically self-supporting. It does not need to be hung or displayed; 
it stands alone. Like the human organism, sculpture is a unified 
organization of interdependent parts, a law unto itself.
Containment refers to the inside-outside dimension of sculp­
ture. The external sculptural form reflects the invisible form of the 
spirit within. Simple stone monoliths, sarcophagi, temples, primitive 
statuary, and amulets all contain spirits. Likewise, the human body 
is occasionally called the temple of the human spirit. Like an actual 
person, sculpture fills a three dimensional physical space. Unlike 
the surface of painting, the sculptural surface is only the exposed 
area of an internal mass.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, sculpture is a tactile 
as well as a visual art. We relate to sculpture by looking and touch­
ing, and touching is a fundamental modality of interpersonal contact 
(Feniche1, 1945).
The relevance of these attributes to some modern sculpture is 
questionable. For example, new materials have permitted recent
9sculpture to shape, enclose, and define spaces in contrast to the solid 
space-filling masses of tiaditional sculpture. Nevertheless, writers 
still emphasize the scale, autonomy, and three-dimensionality of both 
traditional and m o d e m  sculpture.
Nearly everyone agrees that art provides a pleasurable, reward­
ing, or at least valuable experience. What are the functions of art? 
Aristotle's catharsis theory of tragedy is perhaps the most famous 
explanation. A convincing plot induces pity in the spectator; and, by 
identifying with the tragic hero, the spectator fears a similar fate. 
Thus, by imitating life the play induces pity and fear while its per­
formance permits release of these emotions. The view that art 
relieves emotional tension is a popular one. Variations of it have 
been proposed by Sigmund Freud (see below), Herbert Spencer (1870), 
and the Russian cognitive psychologist Vygotski (1965). Others (e.g., 
Dewey, 1934; Langer, 1957; Richards, 1935) claim that art serves to 
clarify our feelings and promote understanding rather than purge these 
emotions. Bernard Berenson (1948), an art historian, suggests that 
art enhances life by allowing us to increase our range of experiences 
through identification. Finally, Morse Peckham (1965) proposes the 
curious notion that art desensitizes man's fear of chaos and thus pre­
pares him to cope more effectively with unfamiliar situations.
Of course, the few views presented above do not exhaust the
available theories. What is important to recognize is that these
diverse theories are not incompatible. The particular functions that
art provides on a given occasion probably depend on the individual 
spectator and the individual art object.
10
We use the laws of art, the techniques of art, for very differ­
ent purposes--sometimes to express the appearance of things, 
sometimes to express the reality of things, sometimes to embody 
ideals, sometimes to explore the unknown, and sometimes even to 
attempt to create a new order of reality (Read, 1931, p. 183).
The speculative writings of philosophers, historians, and 
critics constitute the bulk of the literature in aesthetics. Gilbert 
and Kuhn (1953) have written a history of aesthetics. Selections of 
readings have been compiled by Aschenbrenner and Isenberg (1965),
Chipp (1968), and Rader (1960). Annual bibliographies in The Journal 
of Aesthetics and Art Criticism serve as comprehensive guides to cur­
rent literature (Duncan, 1972).
Psychologica1 Aesthetics
One of the earliest empirical studies in aesthetics was an 
investigation by Gustav T. Fechner concerning the authenticity of two 
paintings by Holbein (Berlyne, 1971; Boring, 1950). At a public 
exhibition of the paintings in 1871 Fechner invited visitors to indi­
cate which of the two they preferred. Fechner is credited with having 
founded experimental aesthetics, and his Vorschule der Aesthetik (1876) 
is the classic presentation of his views. He explored people's pre­
ferences for rectangles of varying proportions in order to arrive at the 
most pleasing law of proportion. Fechner's approach has inspired the 
search for objective criteria of aesthetic value. His theoretical 
biases have encouraged the use of elemental stimuli, like simple lines, 
colors, and sounds, with an emphasis on the similarities of judgments 
of untrained or artistically naive subjects. This research tradition
will not be reviewed here since it has no immediate relevance to the 
present study.
11
Sigmund Freud wrote little about art and when he did it was 
usually in reference to the intrapsychic dynamics of the artist (1910, 
1917; Sterba, 1940). The work of art is analogous to the manifest 
dream. The art object represents a disguised wish-fulfillment of repu­
diated impulses. The artist is socially rewarded because he provides 
his audience with a channel for tension discharge without exposing the 
forbidden nature of the experience. On the other hand, when the art 
work expresses cultural ideals the spectator increases his identifica­
tion with his society and acquires narcissistic satisfaction (1927). 
Thus, the libido of the spectator can be cathected to the art work as 
(ji) an objectified wish-fulfillment or (b) a representation of superego 
ideals.
Freud (Fenichel, 1945) distinguished between two major types 
of object choices: anaclitic and narcissistic. Anaclitic objects
provoke associations about an original object choice of the past; 
narcissistic objects resemble the person's personality in some way.
Each of these major varieties of object choice can take one of three 
forms: (a) the chosen object is similar to a former object or to the
present ego, (b) the chosen object is opposite to a past object or to 
the present ego, and (£) the chosen object represents an idealized 
past object or ego.
Ernst Kris (1952) divides the public's response to art into 
three phases. First, the art work is recognized as an object asso­
ciation (similar to Freud's positive anaclitic object). Secondly, by 
a kind of kinesthetic empathy, the spectator identifies with the
12
artist's model. This phase is most conspicuous in response to sculpture 
and is partly a function of one's body image. Finally, the spectator 
identifies with the creative role of the artist, primarily his ego 
processes. In those societies where art is used as a means of social 
control the audience may respond to his superego (similar to Freud's 
idealized narcissistic object choice). As one moves through these 
three phases the ego becomes more in control of the response. These 
shifts of cathexis in mental energy are pleasurable in themselves and 
form the basis of enjoyment in art appreciation. The connoisseur's 
response to art is characterized by a high degree of conscious identi­
fication with the artist. The truly aesthetic response to art lies 
somewhere between the connoisseur's reaction and the reaction of those 
people who relate to art as wish-fulfilling representations.
In addition to the symptomatic art of Freud, Carl Jung (1931, 
1957) posits symbolic art which originates from the collective uncon­
scious of mankind rather than the personal unconscious of the artist.
Art is both compensatory and prophetic. The art object exposes those 
archetypes that are currently neglected in a culture and will neces­
sarily emerge in the future. These compensatory, unconscious values 
are typically opposite to the professed values of the culture which are 
also expressed in art. The Jungian theorist Erich Neumann (1959) 
interprets Henry Moore's sculpture as various manifestations of the 
primordial feminine, such as the Great Mother, the Earth Mother, the 
Terrible Mother, and the Great Goddess.
Gestalt psychologists (e.g., Koffka, 1940) demonstrated the
13
active, organizational nature of perception. The principles of Gestalt 
formation are also operative in the perception of art works. Physiog­
nomy, another Gestalt topic, deals with the expressive functions of 
body postures, facial features, and the shapes of natural objects.
This is related to Langer's ideas about dynamic composition in the 
arts. Rudolf Arnheim (1954) is the current proponent of Gestalt con­
cepts in aesthetics.
Recent reviews of psychological aesthetics are provided by D.
E. Berlyne (1971) and Irvin Child (1969, 1972). In addition to re­
viewing the research literature both Berlyne and Child make conceptual 
and theoretical contributions. After acknowledging his debt to Ogden 
and Richards (1923), Morris (1946), and Peckham (1965), Child (1969) 
offers a schema for discussing meaning in art. He classifies meaning 
into two broad types: referential and expectationa1. Referential
meaning is subdivided into (a) conventional, (b) iconic similarity, 
and (£) exemplary. Conventional reference is the characteristic 
meaning of language in which a word denotes something else, the refer­
ent. Conventional symbolism is also included here. For example, in 
some of Isamu Noguchi's sculpture the pyramidal shapes are designated 
symbols of the earth (Goldwater, 1969). Iconic similarity is meaning 
in which the stimulus pattern of the sign resembles the stimulus 
pattern of the referent, and both stimulus patterns are in the same 
sense modality. For instance, realistic representational sculpture 
reproduces the visual stimulus pattern of the subject of the sculpture. 
In exemplary reference the sign and the referent are structurally
14
similar, but they occur in different sensory dimensions. Synesthetic 
experiences and metaphorical correspondence are two canmon examples. 
Exemplary reference is the type of meaning that Pratt and Langer imply 
when they point out the structural resemblance of artistic composi­
tion and the composition of subjective experience. Similarly, Read 
(1931) declares that sculpture translates meaning from one material to 
another. A female figure of Henry Moore's is what a woman would look 
like if she were made of stone instead of flesh and blood.
Empirical investigation of the psychological meaning of art 
works has been facilitated by the use of the semantic differential 
technique (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957). This technique was 
developed in studies of color-music synesthesia and metaphor. It mea­
sures the connotative meanings of various concepts such as boulder, 
lady, and statue by the use of rating scales of bipolar adjectives. 
Repeated factor analyses of numerous rating scales across a great 
variety of concepts has generated three orthogonal semantic dimensions: 
evaluation (good-bad), potency (strong-weak), and activity (active- 
passive). These three factors typically account for 507» of the vari­
ance in the ratings. About 50% of this variance is accounted for by 
the evaluative dimension, and the other two factors account equally for 
the rest. The particular scales loading on each of these factors 
varies depending on the kinds of concepts being assessed. The evalua­
tive dimension is especially vulnerable to this concept-scale inter­
action. A substantial mass of research has demonstrated the reliability, 
validity, and versatility of the semantic differential technique as a
15
measure of psychological meaning (Osgood, 1962; Osgood et al., 1957; 
Snider & Osgood, 1969).
Tucker (1955) had 33 nonartist undergraduates and 10 artists 
(graduate art students and art faculty members) rate 11 slides of 
paintings (seven representational and four abstract) on 40 bipolar 
adjectival scales. The particular scales used were selected on the 
basis of the free associations of art students and nonart students 
viewing numerous painting slides, spontaneous comments by visitors to 
an art exhibit, and previous factor analytic research on semantic 
dimensions. A factor analysis of the judgments of artists and non­
artists for all paintings yielded dimensions very similar to Osgood's 
evaluative, potency, and activity factors. However, the relative 
importance of these dimensions varied as did the specific scales con­
stituting each factor. For example, the activity factor accounted for 
more of the variance in the artists' ratings than in the nonartists 
judgments for both types of painting. Also, for nonartists' ratings 
of representational paintings the activity factor (passive-active, 
vibrant-still) accounted for most of the variance, followed by an 
evaluative factor (wet-dry, clear-hazy) and a potency factor (serious- 
humorous, strong-weak). For abstract paintings the nonartists showed 
semantic confusion; the two factors found could not be meaningfully 
interpreted. On the other hand, artists' ratings of abstract 
paintings collapsed around a single evaluative dimension that accounted 
for 7970 of the total variance.
Springbett (1960) compared the evaluative judgments of four
16
groups of Canadian art students to the judgments of undergraduate 
psychology students, untrained in art, for nine nonobjective paintings. 
(Judgments had been made on 24 semantic differential scales but only 
the results of the 10 evaluative scales were reported.) As training 
in art increased, liking for nonobjective art increased as well as 
intragroup agreement on the evaluative judgments of individual paint­
ings .
Elliott and Tannenbaum (1963) factor analyzed semantic differ­
ential ratings (20 scales) for 70 nonsense visual forms. Four 
orthogonal factors accounted for nearly all of the variance: complex-
ity-activity (excitable-calm, active-passive, simple-complex), 
aesthetic-evaluative (ugly-beautiful, good-bad), size-potency (light- 
heavy, large-small), and hardness-angularity (hard-soft, rounded- 
angular). Independent analyses of two separate samples of shapes 
yielded nearly identical results.
Choynowski (1967) factor analyzed artists' ratings of 21 con­
temporary Polish paintings on 72 adjectival scales. Eight orthogonal 
bipolar factors accounted for 817,, of the total variance: artistic
value (original-commonplace), interpretation (objective-subjective), 
mood (serene-gloomy), composition (dynamic-static), tonality (warm- 
cold), elaboration (sketchy-worked out), content (full of content- 
devoid of content), geometricity (geometric-nongeometric). A Tryon 
cluster analysis yielded a single modern-traditional bipolar dimension. 
Many of Choynowski's scales are clearly denotative (e.g., geometric- 
nongeometric, sketchy-worked out) in contrast to the typically
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connotative nature of standard semantic differential scales.
Nidorf and Argabite (1970) had 179 introductory psychology 
students rate four paintings (two representational and two abstract) 
of the contemporary artist Fritz Faiss on 12 semantic differential 
scales. It was hypothesized that (a) physiognomic schematization, or 
the ability to accurately assess the connotative and affective meaning 
of graphic designs, (b) ego strength, and (£) cognitive complexity 
would all be positively related to accuracy in judging the meaning of 
these paintings as measured by the semantic differential ratings of 
the artist himself. Except for ego strength, these predictions were 
confirmed. Also, the students judged the meanings of the representa­
tional paintings more accurately than the abstract paintings. It is 
interesting to note that the measure of physiognomic schematization 
used in this study involved processes similar to Lipps1 notion of 
empathy and Langer's description of visual-affective synesthesia.
Finally, Silvers and Wirls (1970) had 96 preadolescents rate 
14 of the Kahn Test of Symbol Arrangement objects on 12 scales: good-
bad, kind-cruel, happy-sad, love-hate, living-dead, strong-weak, fair- 
unfair, large-small, masculine-feminine, warm-cold, and additional 
specific scales for different objects. Out of 336 mean ratings 260 
differed significantly from neutrality. Eighty-one percent of the 
ratings agreed with Kahn's postulated meanings. Significant sex dif­
ferences were found in less than 47, of the ratings.
Factor analyses of semantic differential ratings of aesthetic 
stimuli have generally indicated that an activity factor accounts for
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as much or more of the variance than an evaluative factor. This is 
noteworthy considering the importance that theorists place on dynamism 
and vitality in good art.
Art Preferences and Personality
Research publications of relevance to the present study are 
those dealing with aesthetic judgment or sensitivity, aesthetic pref­
erence or taste, and the personality differences relating to these. 
Since aesthetic judgment and aesthetic preference are often used 
synonymously it might be helpful to make a conceptual distinction be­
tween the two constructs. Given a set of aesthetic stimuli or art 
works varying in aesthetic value (according to some criterion), 
differences in subjects' choices would reflect differences in aesthetic 
judgment or sensitivity. However, if the stimuli were of near equal 
aesthetic value, then subjects' choices would be reflecting differ­
ences in aesthetic preference or taste. Operationally subjects may be 
asked to make judgments of aesthetic merit or to indicate personal 
preferences. Both methods have been used as a measure of either 
aesthetic sensitivity or aesthetic taste.
What are the personality characteristics of aesthetically sen­
sitive people, that is, people who agree with expert judgment? In an 
extensive study of Yale undergraduates Child (1965) found positive 
correlations between aesthetic sensitivity and art background and 
interest, verbal aptitude, independence of judgment, tolerance for com­
plexity, intuition, cerebrotonia, anxiety, the Barron Welsh Art Scale, 
and preference for Baroque over High Renaissance art.
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The Barron Welsh Art Scale (Barron & Welsh, 1952) has dis­
criminated artists from nonartists with the artists preferring 
complex-asymmetrical designs and the latter preferring simple-symmetri­
cal figures. In summarizing his research with the Art Scale Barron
(1968) writes:
A liking for the complex figures is related negatively to 
rigidity, constriction, social conformity, subservience to 
authority, politico-economic conservatism, and ethnocentrism; 
it is related positively, however, to originality, verbal 
fluency, expression as opposed to repression of impulse, and 
to cathection of intellectual activity (p. 175).
Male graduate students who preferred the complex-asymmetrical 
figures also preferred the paintings of Picasso, Modigliani, and 
Cezanne (Barron, 1953). These paintings were disliked by low scorers 
on the Art Scale who favored the more realistic representational 
works of Rembrandt, Gainsborough, and Leonardo da Vinci.
Is interest in art associated with other personality variables? 
Roubertoux (1970) divided a sample of 81 Parisian high-school students 
(mostly males) into three groups: frequent visitors to the theater,
frequent visitors to art museums, and a group uninterested in both of 
these arts. He compared their scores on the Guilford-Zimmerman Per­
sonality Questionnaire and the IPAT Anxiety Scale. Compared to the dis­
interested students, the theater goers were more anxious, less 
restrained, less stable emotionally, and friendlier. Visual art 
enthusiasts were more anxious, more prone to guilt, more restrained, 
less sociable, less friendly, and poorer in personal relations. Com­
pared to the visual art group, theater goers were more sociable, more 
stable emotionally, less restrained, and less anxious. Theater goers
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were anxious extraverts and museum goers were anxious introverts.
These findings are consistent with those theorists who consider art a 
source of substitute satisfactions (e.g., Freud).
Art preferences have been found to be slightly related to a 
few personality variables. In one of the earliest studies relating 
personality to artistic taste Hans Eysenck (1941) found that preference 
for modern styles of art (represented by painters such as Cezanne, Van 
Gogh, and Modigliani) as opposed to older, academic styles (Constable, 
Hobbema) was positively correlated with extroversion, political 
radicalism, interest in art, and youth (subjects ranged in age from 17 
to 50). Cardinet (1952) related three clusters of preferences derived 
from a sample of classical and modern paintings to four clusters of 
temperament traits. Expansiveness was associated with preference for 
emotionally expressive paintings, vigor with natural-representational 
works, introversion with emphatic form and order and generally modern 
paintings, and social extroversion was associated with preference for 
warm, expressionistic paintings. Morris (1956) compared the prefer­
ences of three groups of males representing each somatotype dimension 
for 20 modern representational paintings. Their art preferences 
resembled three categories of value delineated earlier by Morris: 
endomorphy, mesomorphy, and ectomorphy corresponded to dependence, 
dominance, and detachment respectively. "In general the various 
somatotype groups differentially favor pictures which portray persons 
and situations congenial to their respective favored modes of action," 
(p. 150). Other data suggested that the art preferences of the
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somatotyped groups correlated with temperament traits in directions 
consistent with the value categories of dependence, dominance, and 
detachment.
Convinced that aesthetic preference is a salient, though 
neglected, index of personality and culture, Robert H. Knapp has con­
ducted a number of studies in art preference and personality. Some of 
his most impressive findings came from his study with Samuel Green 
(1960) in which they constructed the Abstract Art Test consisting of 40 
color slides of abstract paintings of various styles and equal general 
popularity. The preferences of 120 male undergraduates at Wesleyan 
University for these paintings were factor analyzed and five obliquely 
rotated factors were determined. Factor scores were then computed for 
each subject and correlated with his scores on the Allport-Vernon 
Study of Values, the Strong Vocational Interest Blank, and the 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory. Out of 135 correlations 
37 were significant (absolute values ranged from .17 to .42 with a 
median of .24).
Based on the patterns of intercorrelations among the factor 
scores and the clusters of personality variables to which they related, 
the five factors were conceptualized as a single bipolar dimension of 
chaotic-impulsive vs. geometric-restrictive styles. Knapp concluded 
that preference for the impulsive style is associated with introver- 
sive vocational interests ana values and with general neuroticism while 
liking for the geometric style is associated with the opposite person­
ality characteristics. Unfortunately, as Marie Kloss (1967) observed,
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due to the ambiguity of Knapp's report the actual directions of the 
relationships between art preferences and personality may be the in­
verse of Knapp's stated conclusions.
In a partial replication of the Knapp and Green study, Marie 
Kloss and Ralph Dreger (1971) factor analyzed the preferences of male 
and female undergraduates at Louisiana State University for the slides 
of the Abstract Art Test, computed factor scores, and correlated these 
with scores on the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey. They found 
preference dimensions quite similar to those of Knapp even though 
they used somewhat different factor analytic procedures. Factor A was 
characterized by paintings with sharp, definite form (often geometrical); 
Factor B paintings were blended, fine designs, and the paintings of 
Factor C were characterized by coarseness, density, and bright colors. 
Kloss and three faculty artists viewed the factors as a continuum 
from the intellectual paintings of Factor A to the emotional paintings 
of Factor C. This dimensional interpretation was supported by the 
pattern of intercorrelations among the factor scores.
Only 2 of the 10 GZTS scales were significantly correlated 
with preference factor scores: Personal Relations with dislike for
Factor A (.15) and Restraint with dislike for Factor C (.16). It seems 
then that liking geometric-abstract paintings is associated with poor 
personal relations (indicating perhaps an impatience with people and a 
disdain for the unpredictability of human behavior). On the other 
hand, preference for emotional, expressionistic abstract paintings is 
associated with impulsivity and liveliness.
23
In another study (Knapp & Wulff, 1963) preferences for repre­
sentational, intermediate, and abstract styles of still life paintings 
were related to scores on the Allport-Vernon, the Myers-Briggs Type 
Indicator, the Terman Concept Mastery, and CEEB exams. Actually the 
"abstract" paintings would be more accurately described as "extremely 
cubist." The representational paintings included the works of such 
artists as Chardin and Harnett. The intermediate group was repre­
sented by such painters as Cezanne and Gauguin, and the abstract 
(cubist) sample was predominantly works of Picasso and Gris. Male 
Wesleyan undergraduates preferring the extremely cubist styles were 
compared with subjects who preferred the representational styles on 
the measures mentioned above. Again significant differences emerged.
Briefly, preference for abstract paintings seems positively 
associated with intuitive dispositions, high scores on 
aesthetic interest, superior verbal and mathematical abili­
ties, a family background of greater intellectual cultivation, 
and, finally, superior performance at the precollegiate level 
(p. 261).
Later Knapp (1964) correlated the preferences of male Wesleyan 
freshman for four classes of paintings (realistic representational, 
fantastic representational, geometrical abstract, and expressionistic 
abstract) with scores on the Allport-Vernon, the Myers-Briggs, and the 
Terman Concept Mastery Test. Out of the 44 correlations 18 were sig­
nificant .
Individuals preferring the realistic representational variety 
of paintings were tentatively described by Knapp (p. 52) as "'practi­
cal,' 'worldly,' 'uncomplicated,' and 'naive.'" Those favoring the 
geometric abstract style were considered to "emphasize intellectual
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control and mastery while maintaining strong defenses against affect 
and impulse." They were described as "'intellectual,1 'systematic,' 
'theoretical,' and 'inhibited.'" Finally, the people preferring the 
expressionistic abstract paintings were described as "'subjective,' 
'imaginative,' 'impractical,' and 'sensitive.'" Knapp connects the 
three styles of painting, the realistic representational, the expres­
sive abstract, and the geometric abstract, with three sources of 
aesthetic imagery: the outer world, the primitive inner world, and
the inner world of reason respectively. He then parallels this triadic 
division with the Apollonian, the Dionysian, and the Pythagorean or 
Platonic orientations to life. Earlier Knapp and Ehlinger (1962) had 
investigated stylistic consistency of preferences across different 
art media. Two clusters of preferences emerged; (a) turbulent music, 
impulsive abstract paintings, and curvilinear architecture (Dionysian) 
and (b) meditative music and dislike for curvilinear paintings and 
architecture (somewhat Apollonian).
College students typically prefer traditional and representa­
tional paintings over modern and abstract styles (Frumkin, 1962; 
Gilmore, 1968). However, Frumkin found that a background of familiar­
ity with painting led to greater appreciation of all styles.
University of Paris students who preferred abstract paintings over con­
temporary figurative paintings were compared to students who preferred 
the representational style (Roubertoux, Carlier, & Chaguiboff, 1971). 
Those who preferred the nonrepresentational paintings were more 
tolerant of cognitive complexity and ambiguity, more assertive,
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conscientious, and conservative. They also had a lower socioeconomic 
background, but there were no sex differences or differences in intro- 
version-extroversion. Osborne and Farley (1970) scaled 15 famous 
abstract paintings for complexity and found that graduate students in 
both art and educational psychology preferred the more complex paint­
ings. There were no interactions with sex or introversion-extroversion, 
but the investigators noted that the variance of the latter variable 
was highly restricted in their subject sample.
Pyron (1966) found that male and female introductory psychol­
ogy students who rejected avante-garde (as opposed to popular and 
classical) styles of literature, painting, and music were higher in 
simplicity of perceptual organization and in attitudinal rigidity. 
Cattell and his colleagues developed the Music Preference Test of Per­
sonality from a factor analysis of music preferences. The test differ­
entiated among normals, alcoholics, and varieties of psychosis. In 
general, "the psychotic group seems to prefer . . . music that is rela­
tively slow and simple (and also relatively sad)," (Cattell &
Anderson, 1953, p. 453). Finally, Payne (1967) found significant 
positive correlations between classical/romantic tastes in music and 
stable/neurotic dimensions of temperament. However, musical taste was 
unrelated to introversion-extroversion and sex.
In spite of the meager and sometimes inconsistent research 
findings there is a tendency for people to like styles of art that coin­
cide with, represent, or in some way express their own manifest person­
ality traits. This hypothesis was tested for sculpture preferences
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personology (e.g., William James, 1890; George Herbert Mead, 1934). 
Self-referent constructs are central to many personality theories and 
are a part of nearly all such theories (e.g., Adler, Allport, Freud, 
Horney, Jung, Lecky, Rogers, Snygg & Combs, Sullivan, and Symonds).
In a review of self constructs in personality theories Ruth 
Wylie (1968) discusses their functions along motivational and cognitive 
dimensions. As a motivational construct the self is posited as a 
driving force directing behavior toward self-actualization, enhance­
ment, or realization (e.g., Horney, 1945, 1950; Lecky, 1945; Maslow, 
1954; Rogers, 1951). As a cognitive construct the self refers to some 
type of self knowledge. "The self-concept or self structure may be 
thought of as an organized configuration of perceptions of the self 
which are admissible to awareness" (Rogers, 1951, p. 136). Many 
theorists integrate the motivational and cognitive aspects of the self 
in their writings. For example, "One's feelings, thoughts, and actions 
are almost entirely determined by one's idealized self image" (Horney, 
1942, p. 291). The self-concept "is constantly used as a frame of ref­
erence when choices are to be made. Thus it serves to regulate 
behavior and may serve to account for observed uniformities in person­
ality" (Rogers, 1951, p. 191).
Wylie (1968) lists eight properties of the "generic self concept" 
common to the descriptions of most personality theorists: (£) experi­
ence of being a separate entity, an identity, (b) continuity of this 
identity over time, (£) physical characteristic.^ are included, (d) 
behaviors, especially intentional ones, are included, (e) some internal
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multidimensional ways. However, the art works of a single cluster also 
differ greatly among themselves. The impressive within-factor vari­
ability of sculpture preference dimensions became apparent when attempts 
were made to identify the specific personality traits expressed by all 
the sculptures of a given dimension (Moffett, 1971). If art works 
express unique personalities then their intervariability probably cannot 
be adequately represented in a few broad dimensions. Similar typolo­
gies of actual personalities have not been especially successful.
Nevertheless, even when contrasting styles of painting have been 
carefully matched to vary on only one major dimension, stylistic pref­
erences have not been strongly related to many personality dimensions 
(Roubertoux et al., 1971).
A second limitation of past research is the examination of 
single personality traits in isolation. If the spectator is assumed 
to be responding to the expressed personality of the art object, then 
the particular organization of personality traits in the spectator and 
in the art work ought to be considered . A methodology is needed that 
gives sufficient regard to the multidimensional nature of the indivi­
dual art object and the individual spectator.
Related Topics in Personology and Social Psychology
If sculptures are viewed as psychological persons, then theo­
ries and research concerning the self, cognitive consistency, social 
comparison, person perception, and interpersonal attraction may all be 
relevant in understanding sculpture preferences.
Self constructs have held an important place in the history of
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(Moffett, 1971). The preference ratings of 140 male and female under­
graduates for 36 slides of modern and traditional sculpture were factor 
analyzed. Six orthogonal factors accounted for 3770 of the variance: 
ambiguous abstraction vs. controlled human realism, mildly distorted 
representation, emotional detachment, traditional portraiture vs. 
surrealism, highly distorted representation, and geometric abstraction. 
Preference scores for each factor were computed and correlated with 
scores on the 16 PF and with selected educational and physical vari­
ables. Out of 72 predicted correlations 18 (25%) were significant, 
supporting the hypothesis that artistic style preferences resemble the 
personality traits of the spectator.
All in all, past research has failed to demonstrate clear, 
consistent, and strong relationships between art preferences and per­
sonality traits. This is not surprising when one considers the designs 
used in most of these studies. First, art stimuli have been classified 
into crude, simplistic and often ambiguous style categories such as 
traditional-modern or representational-abstract. The particular art 
works constituting each of these categories vary greatly from study to 
study, and the style categories are frequently labeled inaccurately.
For instance, "modern" has sometimes been used synonymously with 
"abstract" and "expressive" has been used to describe both cubism and 
abstract expressionism.
Preference dimensions derived from factor analyses have not 
been entirely satisfactory as a basis for classification. The art 
stimuli making up each factor differ from other clusters in
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organization or unity, (f) self-percepts are not distinguished from 
self-concepts, (g) evaluative and cognitive aspects are included, and 
(Ji) the self-concept has degrees of consciousness or unconsciousness. 
(Most, if not all, of these attributes of the perceived self are also 
characteristic of the perceived personality of pieces of sculpture.)
Wylie suggests some fundamental subdivisions of this generic 
self-concept. First, a primary distinction is assumed between the 
actual-self-concept and the ideal-self-concept. Each of these has a 
private-self-concept and a social-self-concept associated with it. 
Finally, there are multiple private-self-concepts and social-self- 
concepts for both the actual-self and the ideal-self. These multiple 
self-concepts vary in degree of awareness, and sometimes they may be 
logically incompatible. The greater tolerance for ambiguity and cog­
nitive complexity that is characteristic of aesthetically sensitive 
people implies that they could entertain a more diverse array of 
multiple self-concepts with greater degrees of awareness and mutual 
contradiction.
Self-esteem, self-acceptance, and self-satisfaction are often 
assessed by the degree of congruence between actual-self and ideal- 
self descriptions. Acceptance of self has been consistently found to 
correlate positively with acceptance of others (e.g., Suinn, 1961).
On the other hand, actual-self vs. ideal-self discrepancy covaries 
directly with maladjustment and self-dissatisfaction (e.g., Butler & 
Haigh, 1954).
Self-concepts have been measured by a great variety of methods
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including £  sorts, rating scales, questionnaires, and adjective check­
lists (Strong & Feder, 1961; Wylie, 1968). One of the most popular 
measures is the Index of Adjustment and Values (Bills, Vance, & McLean, 
1951). The person rates his self, self-acceptance, and ideal-self on 
a 5-point scale for each of 49 personality traits such as "alert," 
"calm," "friendly," "nervous," and "stubborn."
Semantic differential scales have also served as measures of 
self-concepts such as me, myself, ray actual self, my ideal self, my 
most liked self, and my least liked self (e.g., Nunnally, 1961;
Osgood, 1962; Osgood et al., 1957). One of the most famous investiga­
tions measured the meaning of the self-concept (me) and other signifi­
cant person concepts (e.g., mother, father, child, spouse) for each 
phase of a female triple personality patient (Osgood & Luria, 1954). 
Analyses of the interrelated meanings of these person concepts and the 
changes in these meanings after a period of therapy led to an inter­
pretation of the patient's dynamics. This assessment coincided highly 
with the independent clinical observations of the therapists, Thigpen 
and Cleckley (1954). This study and others like it (e.g., Endler,
1961; Mowrer, 1953) have demonstrated the construct validity of the 
semantic differential technique as a measure of self-concepts and other 
person concepts. Nunnally (1961) made extensive use of semantic differ­
ential scales in assessing popular conceptions of person concepts in 
the mental health field. His findings further substantiate the validity 
of the semantic differential. The scale tense-relaxed discriminated 
best between the stereotype of the normal person and the neurotic;
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predictable-unpredictable discriminated best between the concept of the 
normal person and the psychotic.
Semantic differential measures of the self-concept are usually 
accompanied by measures of other person concepts such as neurotic man, 
psychiatrist, foreigner, etc. In an attempt to develop a Personality 
Differential Osgood (1962) separately factor analyzed the ratings of 45 
college students on 30 scales for each of these concepts: me, my most
liked self, my mother, my father, best friend, and Adlai Stephenson.
The three most consistent factors across concepts were morality, 
volatility, and toughness. Other dimensions were sociability, unique­
ness, and tangibility. In a second study the ratings of 10 male and 
10 female married college students on 40 scales for 40 personality 
concepts were factor analyzed. Eight factors accounted for 50% of the 
total variance: morality (mora1-immora1), rationality (logical- 
intuitive, rational-irrational), uniqueness (unusual-usual), excitabil­
ity (excitable-calm, tense-relaxed, emotional-unemotional), sociability 
(extroverted-introverted, sociable-solitary), toughness (tough-tender, 
rugged-delicate), sophisticated-naive, and tangibility (formed-amorphous, 
predictable-unpredictable). Each of these factors accounted for 87c, to 
4%, of the total variance. In a previous investigation Osgood et al. 
(1957) found that the evaluative dimension accounted for less of the 
variance in the semantic ratings of the concept "me" than in other 
person concepts such as Adlai Stephenson and my mother. For the concept 
me, five factors accounted for 337, of the total variance: activity
(sociable-unsociable, active-passive)--97,, evaluation (sane-insane,
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clean-dirty)--8%, receptivity (colorful-colorless, interestirg-boring)-- 
7%, potency (hard-soft, masculine-feminine)--57>, and stability (stable- 
changeable , excitable-calm)--47,.
Factor analyses of semantic differential ratings of person 
concepts have not revealed the predominant influence of a single evalua­
tive dimension. Instead five to eight factors have accounted for nearly 
equal proportions of the variance. The semantic structures of both 
paintings and persons differ from the standard semantic structure, and 
to some extent they differ in the same directions. In both an activ­
ity factor accounts for as much or more of the variance than an 
evaluative factor. Certain scales (e.g., active-passive, excitable- 
calm, tense-relaxed, predictable-unpredictable, meaningful-meaningless, 
and usual-unusual) reflect s' ired dimensions of relevance to both 
painting and persons. To the extent that the semantic structures of 
painting and persons resemble each other and yet differ from other 
concepts the notion of art works as psychological persons is supported. 
The semantic structure of sculpture is expected to be even more 
similar to that of person concepts.
Cognitive consistency theories deal primarily with postdeci- 
sional attitude changes. Nevertheless, with some extension art prefer­
ences can be conceptualized within the cognitive consistency framework. 
For example, Heider's (1958) balance theory and its modification by 
Newcomb (1968) predict that a person (P) will evaluate another person 
(0) most favorably when both P and 0 agree in their attitude toward a 
third element (X). Similarly, the spectator (P) will like those pieces
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of sculpture (0) that express personality traits (X) most in agreement 
with the self-perceived personality traits (X) of the spectator. Such 
a balanced relationship between a person, a sculpture, and the per­
ceived personality of each would be a desirable one and is also pre­
dicted from congruity theory (Osgood et al., 1957), Abelson-Rosenberg1s 
balance theory (Rosenberg et al., 1960), and cognitive dissonance 
theory (Festinger, 1957). Generally, people will seek balance, con­
gruity, and consonance in their attitudes. However, there are probably 
individual differences in tolerance for cognitive dissonance. Again, 
the personality characteristics of aesthetically sensitive people would 
suggest that they could tolerate more discrepancy among their attitudes 
before having to reduce the dissonance.
Leon Festinger's (1954) theory of social comparison proposes 
that people have a need to evaluate their opinions and abilities.
When objective standards are unavailable, people will compare them­
selves with an appropriate reference group to assess the adequacy of 
their own abilities and opinions. When emotionally aroused, especially 
under conditions of fear, people do affiliate with others, presumably 
to evaluate their own emotional reactions (Schachter, 1959). Further­
more, when given a choice, fearful people will affiliate with other 
fearful people rather than with those who are unafraid. "Misery 
doesn't love just any kind of company, it loves only miserable com­
pany" (Schachter, 1959, p. 24). However, oral anxiety in contrast to 
fear was found to decrease affiliation (Sarnoff & Zimbardo, 1961). A 
second study confirmed that fear led to affiliation with others in a
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similar emotional state (Zimbardo & Formica, 1963).
Self-exposure to art works, viewed as psychological persons, 
may essentially be a social comparison process. This hypothesis is 
supported by Roubertoux's (1970) study. Students interested in visual 
art were anxious and socially ineffective. Uncertain of their own 
self-worth and intimidated by actual social interaction they sought sub­
stitute socializing by comparing their self-concepts with the expressed 
personalities of art works. The greater cognitive complexity of 
aesthetically sensitive people also suggest that they could tolerate a 
greater range of art stimuli as appropriate comparison persons. Presum­
ably, people will like art works whose expressed personalities are most 
similar to their own perceived personalities. In actual social compari­
son the evidence indicates that people affiliate with those who are 
similar and reject those who are dissimilar (Radloff, 1968).
A person's descriptions of other people typically correlate 
with the person's description of himself. In fact, the description of 
the target person is likely to be more similar to the rater's self­
description than to the target person's description of himself (Freedman, 
Carlsmith, and Sears, 1970). Furthermore, there is generally a posi­
tive correlation between perceived similarity to self (PSS) and per­
ceived attractiveness (PA)(e.g., Lott & Lott, 1965). In one study 64 
male and 115 female introductory psychology students (£ sorted 60 facial 
photographs of college males for personality-similarity to self and 
attractiveness. Out of 179 correlations between the PSS and PA Q  sorts 
of individual subjects, 168 were significantly positive (Sappenfield & 
Balogh, 1970).
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Friends perceive each other as being more similar in person­
ality than do non-friends (e.g., Beier, Rossi, and Garfield, 1961; 
Broxton, 1963). (^-sort personality descriptions of one's two best 
friends resembled the subject's idea 1-seIf-concept more closely than 
the subject's actuax-self-concspt (McKenna, Hofstaetter, & O'Conner, 
1956). Also, actual similarity of personality between people prior to 
acquaintance has been positively associated with liking after a six- 
month period of association (Izard, 1960).
Two recent reviews of interpersonal attraction (Berscheid & 
Walster, 1969; Byrne & Griffitt, 1973) have noted that the initial 
studies on attraction as a function of personality similarity have 
yielded inconsistent results (e.g., Hoffman & Maier, 1966; Izard, 
1963). After identifying the methodological flaws of these investiga­
tions Byrne, Griffitt, and Stefaniak (1967) carefully designed a study 
and found that attraction for a stranger (actually a fictitious person 
known only to the subject in terms of responses to a personality 
questionnaire that the subject himself had previously taken) was a 
positive function of the proportion of shared self-descriptive state­
ments. These results were replicated (Byrne & Griffitt, 1969). In 
addition, awareness of similarity to the stranger was not necessary 
for similarity to produce attraction.
Griffitt (1966) manipulated personality similarity on a self- 
concept measure and again found attraction to be a positive function 
of the proportion of shared self-descriptive statements. In a second 
study these findings were replicated. Also, attraction was a positive 
function of similarity of ideal-self of the stranger to the ideal-self
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of the subject (Griffitt, 1969). In both studies, the actual-self vs. 
ideal-self discrepancy of the subject was not found to influence 
attraction directly nor did it interact with degree of srini larity to 
affect attraction. The personality-similarity effect on attraction is 
predicted from cognitive consistency, social comparison, and reinforce­
ment theories of attraction (Byrne & Griffitt, 1973).
The central hypothesis of the present study is that liking for 
sculpture is positively associated with the degree of similarity 
between the spectator's self-description of his personality and the 
expressed personality of the particular piece of sculpture. This 
hypothesis is compatible with and partly derived from various general 
art theorists (e.g., Langer, 1957; Lipps, 1905), sculpture theorists 
(e.g., Read, 1956), sculptors (e.g., Moore, 1937), and psychological 
research on art preferences (e.g., Moffett, 1971).
However, if one assumes that sculptures are perceived as psycho­
logical persons with expressed personalities, then self theories, 
cognitive consistency theories, social comparison theory, and the 
findings of person perception and interpersonal attraction all converge 
in predicting this central hypothesis.
HYPOTHESES
The central hypothesis is that sculpture preferences are posi­
tively associated with the similarity of the expressed personality of 
the sculpture to the perceived personality of the spectator. Specifi­
cally:
1. For individual subjects a negative correlation is expected 
between their preference ratings for individual sculptures and the 
distances between each sculpture's mean description and the subject's 
description of his actual-self. An even stronger correlation is 
expected for the subject's ideal-self description.
2. For individual sculptures a negative correlation is 
expected between preference ratings and the distances between each 
sculpture's mean description and the individual subject's actual-self 
description. An even stronger correlation is expected for the sub­
ject's ideal-self description.
3. Mean sculpture preferences are expected to correlate nega­
tively with the distances between each sculpture's mean description 
and the mean actual-self description. An even stronger correlation is 
expected for the mean ideal-self description.
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METHOD
Sub jec ts
Two groups of 100 undergraduates each (50 males and 50 females 
in each group) were used as subjects. All subjects were introductory 
psychology students at Louisiana State University who received course 
points for voluntarily participating in this research. In requesting 
for volunteers the research project was described as 'a study of how 
different kinds of art works have different meanings for different 
kinds of people."
Stimuli and Measures
Table 1 lists the 20 slides of sculpture that were used in 
this study. These sculptures were selected to meet the following 
criteria: (a) acknowledged artistic merit, (b) average popularity yet
wide variability in liking for a college population, (c) considerable 
stylistic variety, and (d) stability of preference ratings.
In previous research (Moffett, 1971) a sample of 80 Kodachrome 
slides of black and white photographs of Western sculpture was drawn 
from college textbooks in art history and books dealing with specific 
artists (e.g., Arnason, 1968, Hedgecoe & Moore, 1968 Janson, 1962).
These 80 slides were rated by 100 undergraduates (50 males and 50 fe­
males) on a 7-point preference scale. For the present study the 20 most- 
liked and the 20 least-liked sculptures were eliminated from the total
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TABLE 1
ARTISTS AND TITLES OF THE 20 SCULPTURE SLIDES
No. Artist Title
1 Donatello Gt. George (1417)
2 R. Duchamp-Villon Baudelaire (1911)
3 G. Kolbe Standing Nude (1926)
4 J. Lipchitz Circus Scene (1927)
5 Egyptian Head of a Prince (c. 2580 B.C.)
6 D. Smith Cubi XIX (1964)
7 Michelangelo Day (1534)
8 A. Giacometti Man Pointing (1947)
9 D. Smith Blackburn. Song of an
Irish Blacksmith (1950)
10 Greek Doryphorus (c. 440 B.C.)
11 H. Moore Stringed Figure (1939)
12 J. Arp Human Concretion (1949)
13 G. Lachaise Woman (1927)
14 B. Hepworth Two Segments and Sphere (1936)
15 H. Gaudier-Brzeska Crouching Figure (1914)
16 U. Boccioni The Mother (1912)
17 G. Bernini Louis XIV (1665)
18 A. Calder Black Beast (1940)
19 H. Moore Torso (1966)
20 A. Maillol Action in Chains (1906)
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sample. The remaining 40 slides constituted a sample of sculpture of 
acknowledged artistic merit and average popularity with wide varia­
bility in liking for a college population. Animal figures and grouped 
pieces were then eliminated from this middle range of 40 slides. This 
generated a set of sculpture that primarily expressed human personali­
ties rather than animal characters or interpersonal interactions.
One-fourth of the final set of 20 slides are traditional 
sculpture (before Rodin), and the rest are modern pieces (Rodin and 
after). Each of the six factor-analytically-derived sculpture pref­
erence dimensions is represented by at least one slide. These dimen­
sions were; ambiguous abstraction vs. controlled human realism, mildly 
distorted representation, emotional detachment, traditional portraiture 
vs. surrealism, highly distorted representation, and geometric abstrac­
tion (Moffett, 1971). The two clearest factors are represented by four 
slides each. Thirteen are human figurative pieces and the remaining 
seven are abstract. The figurative sculptures were conceptually 
classified as realistic representational (#1, #5, #7, #10, #17, and 
#20), and distorted representational (#2, #3, #8, #13, #15, #16, and 
#19). The abstract pieces were divided into ambiguous abstract (#4,
#9, #12, and #18) and geometric abstract (#6, #11, and #14) categories. 
Thus, the set of slides met the criterion of considerable stylistic 
variety.
Reliability data were available on 17 of the 20 slides used.
The two-week test-retest reliabilities of the preference ratings for 
these slides ranged from .59 to .80 with a median value of .71. For
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the most part, preferences for these slides were independent of one 
another. Intercorrelations ranged from -.47 to .54; absolute values 
ranged from .01 to .54 with a median of .15(correlations of .16 and 
above were significant at the .05 level).
Semantic differential scales were used to measure both the ex­
pressed or perceived personality of the sculptures and the personality 
aspects of the self-concept or self-perceived personality. The par­
ticular scales used (Table 2) were selected according to the following 
criteria: (a) relevant and meaningful for both sculpture and person
concepts, especially self-concepts, ^b) primarily descriptive rather
than evaluative, and (£) referring to personality traits.
Initially, scales were selected that had been found to account 
for significant proportions of the variance in semantic differential 
ratings of paintings, visual forms, and person concepts. Scales that 
loaded highly on the evaluative dimension for any of these concepts 
were eliminated since factor loadings on the evaluative dimension 
correlate highly with social desirability ratings. On the other hand, 
loadings on the activity and potency factors are independent of social 
desirability (Ford &Meisels, 1965).
To reduce further the effects of evaluative judgments on the 
ratings, Anderson's (1968) list of likableness ratings for 555 person- 
ality-trait words was consulted. Pairs of adjectives were selected to 
minimize the discrepancy between their mean ratings of likableness. 
From a possible range of 0 to 4.90 the discrepancies in mean liking 
for the paired adjectives used in this study ranged from .45 to 2.32.
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TABLE 2
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL SCALES USED FOR SCULPTURE DESCRIPTIONS, 
ACTUAL-SELF DESCRIPTIONS, AND IDEAL-SELF DESCRIPTIONS
imaginative-realistic conventional-unconventiona1
rationa1-emotiona1 tough-tender
tense-relaxed calm-excitable
humorous-serious dominating-submissive
active-passive reserved-outgoing
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The difference between the mean ratings of likableness for a given 
adjective pair was taken as an index of likability. The greater this 
index the greater is the discrepancy between the likableness, and per­
haps social desirability, of the alternative adjectives. The 10 
adjective pairs used in this study with their likableness index in 
parentheses were: passive-active (2.32), tough-tender (2.28), tense-
relaxed (2.24), emotional-rational (1.55), serious-humorous (1.26), 
excitable-calm (.89), conventional-unconventional (.86), dominating- 
submissive (.66), reserved-outgoing (.64), and realistic-imaginative 
(.45). The relatively high likableness index of the first two adjec­
tive pairs is in contrast to their typical independence of evaluation 
in factor analyses of semantic differential ratings. Osgood (1962) 
recognizes the difficulty of eliminating evaluation in the ratings of 
person concepts. These adjective pairs were difficult to obtain since 
the distribution of the mean ratings of likableness of personality- 
trait words was bimodal. Apparently it is difficult to say anything 
about a personality that is not evaluative.
How meaningful are the 10 adjective pairs as descriptive of 
sculpture and persons? First, the set contains many of the scales (or 
their apparent synonyms) that are highly loaded on the major non- 
evaluative dimensions found in factor analyses of semantic differen­
tial ratings of paintings, visual forms, and person concepts (e.g., 
active-passive, calm-excitable, tough-tender, conventional-unconven­
tional, tense-relaxed, rational-emotional, and humorous-serious). In 
addition, some of the same adjectives or near equivalents were
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spontaneously used by experts in describing sculpture preference dimen­
sions (e.g., realistic, calm, imaginative, detached, and intellectual). 
Also, at least 7 of the 10 adjective pairs are nominally the same as 
dimensions on the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (Cattell, 
Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970). Finally, all 20 adjectives are from 
Anderson's (1968) list which was derived from Allport and Odbert's 
(1936) comprehensive list of personality-trait names. The 555 person- 
ality-trait words of Anderson's final list had been previously judged 
by college students as meaningful terms for describing persons.
Procedure
Group 0 subjects were given a packet including general instruc­
tions for using semantic differential scales and 20 semantic differen­
tial scale sheets (see Appendix I for a sample of the data sheets).
The subjects were asked to follow along as the directions for using the
rating scales were read to them. After their questions were answered
the subjects were urged to remain quiet during the presentation of the
slides in order to insure independent judgments. Then the sculpture 
slides were shown for 10 seconds each to familiarize the subjects with 
their variety. On the second exposure the slides were shown for 90 
seconds each during which time the sculpture description ratings were 
made on each of the 10 semantic differential scales. Following these 
ratings the sculpture preference rating sheets were distributed, the 
directions for making the ratings of liking were reviewed, and the 
slides were presented a third time for 15 seconds each. A stopwatch
45
and an automatic slide projector were used to facilitate accurate 
timing. Next, semantic differential scale sheets were distributed for 
the actual-self and ideal-self descriptions. The instructions were 
read aloud as the subjects followed along and then filled out these 
scales. (Since Group 0 subjects described the sculptures before 
describing themselves or making sculpture preference ratings, their 
mean sculpture descriptions were taken as the potentially least con­
taminated measure of the expressed personalities of the sculptures.)
Group 1 subjects completed the same forms but in reverse order. 
First, they made the self descriptions, then the ratings of liking, 
and finally, the sculpture descriptions. However, since they were more 
familiar with both the scales and the slides by the time they described 
the sculptures, each sculpture was projected for 60 seconds instead of 
90. The scale sheets also had spaces for the subjects to describe the 
sculptures and themselves in their own words. Finally, all subjects 
were asked to complete a research evaluation form.
The subjects also provided the following information: sex, age,
college credit hours completed, college credit hours in art completed, 
academic major, and cumulative grade point average. All research data 
were gathered anonymously.
Statistical Methodology
1. Means were calculated tor the semantic differential ratings 
of the sculpture descriptions of Group 0 and for the self descriptions 
and sculpture preference ratings of Group 1. These numerical des­
criptions were converted to verbal descriptions by identifying the
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scale intervals as follows: mean ratings of 1.50 or less and 6.50 or
greater were verbally quantified as "very." Ratings between 1.51 to
2.50 and 5.50 to 6.49 were quantified as "quite," and ratings between
2.51 to 3.50 and 4.50 to 5.49 were quantified as "slightly." Only 
those mean ratings that were found to be significantly different (at 
the .05 level) from a mean of 4.0 were used in these verbal descrip­
tions. The use of these adverbs in this fashion was based on Cliff's 
(1959) research which indicated that people actually do use these words 
as increasingly intensive quantifiers of adjectives. These were also 
the adverbs that were used to identify the scale points in the semantic 
differential instructions.
2. The sculptures were ranked on the basis of their mean 
preference ratings from 1 (best-liked) to 20 (least-liked).
3. For Group 0 analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted 
on the semantic differential ratings of each of the 10 sculpture 
description scales to test for a sculpture main effect, a sex main 
effect, and the sculpture by sex interaction. To test for the differ­
ences of each of the mean sculpture descriptions from a mean of 4.0, 
semantic neutrality, t tests were run. Following significant sex 
interaction effects, t^ tests were also used to identify sex differ­
ences .
4. For Group 1 ANDVAs were conducted on the semantic differ­
ential ratings of each of the 10 self description scales to test for a 
self description (actual vs. ideal) main effect, a sex main effect, and 
the self description by sex interaction. Again, _t tests were run to 
test for the differences of each of the mean self descriptions from a
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mean of 4.0, semantic neutrality. Following significant sex inter­
action effects, t^ tests were used to identify sex differences.
5. An ANOVA was run on the sculpture preference ratings of 
Group 1 to test for a sculpture main effect, sex main effect, and the 
sculpture by sex interaction. Following a significant sex interaction 
effect, t^ tests were run to identify the sex differences.
6. For each subject (of Group 1) the distances between his 
actual-self description and the mean description of each sculpture 
(computed from Group 0 data) were calculated by summing the absolute 
values of the differences between these ratings on each scale of the 
semantic differential. These distance measures were then correlated 
with the subject's preference ratings for the sculptures. This process 
was repeated for his ideal-self description.
7. For each sculpture the distances between its mean descrip­
tion and the actual-self description of each subject were correlated 
with the preference ratings of that sculpture. This procedure was 
repeated for the ideal-self descriptions.
8. The distances between the mean actual-self description and 
the mean sculpture description for each slide were computed by summing 
the absolute values of the differences between these means on each 
scale of the semantic differential. These distance measures were 
correlated with the mean preference ratings of the sculptures. This 
process was repeated for the mean ideal-self description.
9. Numerous comparisons in regard to the central hypothesis 
were made between males and females as well as comparisons in age,
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grade point average, college credit hours completed, and college hours 
in art completed.
10. Tests of significance were conducted at the .05 level of 
probability since the consequences of Type I errors were relatively 
innocuous.
RESULTS
The mean semantic differential ratings and their corresponding 
verbal descriptions for each of the 20 sculpture slides are given in 
Appendix II. ANOVAs on each of the 10 scales yielded a significant 
sculpture main effect. Thus, these mean descriptions differentiated 
among the sculptures. There was a significant sex main effect for the 
scale dominating-submissive indicating that females tended to describe 
all the sculptures as more dominating than did the males. There were 
significant sculpture by sex interactions on the scales tough-tender 
and reserved-outgoing. Post ANOVA t^ tests indicated that males and 
females differed in their tough-tender descriptions for three sculp­
tures and in their reserved-outgoing descriptions for five sculptures 
(half of these differences occurred on two sculptures, #7 and #15).
In seven of these eight differences the males and females agreed on the 
direction of the description (e.g., tough rather than tender), but the 
females were more extreme in their judgments. Males described the 
Greek Doryphorus as somewhat outgoing and females described it as some­
what reserved. However, neither of these opposing descriptions 
differed significantly from neutrality.
On the basis of _t tests, 176 (88%) of 200 means were found to 
be significantly different from a theoretical mean of 4.0, semantic 
neutrality. Strictly speaking, the rating of "4" had been defined in 
the instructions as indicating either (a) that both sides of the scale
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were equally descriptive or (b) that the scale was irrelevant. Thus, 
mean ratings in the range of 4.0 cannot be interpreted clearly.
The scale imaginative-realistic was the most discriminating of 
the 10 scales. Along with the scale conventional-unconventional, it 
served primarily to differentiate between abstract and realistic repre­
sentational sculpture. The scales rational-emotional and humorous- 
serious were the least discriminating. Only 12 of the mean descriptions 
on rational-emotional fell outside of the range 3.5 to 4.5. Nearly all 
the sculptures were described as serious, and no sculpture was 
described as being even slightly humorous.
Henry Moore's Stringed Figure was rated the most tense. It is 
an abstract piece with taut strings connecting polished masses, 
literally "high strung." The three sculptures described as most tough 
and also most dominating were three male figures: a very muscular man
by Michelangelo, an armored knight by Donatello, and a stern portrait 
of Baudelaire by Duchamp-Vi 1Ion. The three most tender pieces (#3,
#15, and #12) included two female figures and an abstract form that 
had been described as "fetus-like."
Kolbe's Standing Nude was one of the most effectively described 
pieces; it was judged as the most tender, the most submissive, and the 
most reserved of the 20 slides. Two abstract sculptures (#9 and #14) 
were the least distinguished by these semantic differential dimensions; 
for both sculptures, only 4 of the 10 scales contributed to their mean 
verbal descriptions.
There was generally as much variance in the descriptive ratings 
of a given sculpture as there was in the ratings of liking.
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The mean self descriptions of the males and females of Group 1 
are given in Table 3. ANOVAs on each of the scales yielded a signifi­
cant self description main effect. Thus, for both males and females
TABLE 3
SELF DESCRIPTIONS OF GROUP 1
Scale Actual 
Male Female
Ideal
Male Female
imaginative-realistic 4.42* 4.22 3.74 3.46*
rational-emotiona1 3.42* 4.34 2 .90* 3.24*
tense-relaxed 3.88 3.50* 5.90* 6.00*
humorous-serious 3.58* 3.80 3.40* 3.10*
active-passive 2 .72* 3.24* 2.18* 2 .16*
c onvent iona1-unconvent i ona1 3.84 3.48* 4.18 4.06
tough-tender 3.28* 5.22* 2 .48* 4.92*
calm-excitable 4.02 4.38 2.70* 3.10*
dominating-submissive 3.42* 4.02 2.68* 3.96
reserved-outgoing 4.46* 4.24 5.56* 5.72*
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 leve 1
of probability.
the mean actual-self description and the mean ideal-self description 
were different for each of the 10 dimensions (except for dominating- 
submissive). There were sex main effects for the scales tough-tender 
and rational-emotional. For both actual and ideal-selves men described
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themselves as tough and women described themselves as tender. For both 
actual and ideal-selves men described themselves as more rational than 
did the women. There was a significant sex main effect and self 
description by sex interaction for the dimension of dominating-submis­
sive. Post ANOVA t^ tests indicated that men described themselves as 
more dominating than did the females on both the actual and ideal- 
selves; ideally, the men wanted to be even more dominating, in contrast 
to the women who showed no shift in this dimension between their actual 
and ideal-self descriptions. Ideally, both men and women wanted to be 
more relaxed, calm, outgoing, active, rational, imaginative, tough, un­
conventional, and humorous.
On the basis of _t tests, 27 (68%) of the 40 self description 
means were significantly different from a theoretical mean of 4.0.
The males described their actual-selves as slightly active, tough, 
rational, and dominating. The females described their actual-selves 
as slightly tender, active, conventional, and tense. The males 
described their ideal-selves as quite relaxed, active, outgoing, and 
tough, slightly dominating, calm, rational, and humorous. The females 
described their ideal-selves as quite relaxed, active, and outgoing, 
slightly tender, humorous, calm, rational, and imaginative. As ex­
pected, the scales tense-relaxed and active-passive were two of the 
more evaluative dimensions (as determined by the distances of the ideal- 
self means from neutrality). The dimension tough-tender only became 
noticeably evaluative when male and female descriptions were treated
separately. Contrary to expectations, the scale reserved-outgoing was 
one of the more evaluative dimensions.
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Only 9 of the 50 males of Group 1 made any additional self- 
descriptive comments. These remarks were brief and often were not 
personality trait descriptions, e.g., "smarter," "rich," and "a regular 
guy." Only 4 of the 50 females made any additional self-descriptive 
comments. Their remarks were somewhat more personality oriented, e.g., 
"indecisive," "self-assured," and "paranoid."
The mean sculpture preference ratings and their corresponding 
ranks of Group 1 are given in Table 4. An ANOVA yielded a significant 
sculpture main effect and a significant sculpture by sex interaction. 
Thus, the sculptures were not liked equally well, and some sculptures 
were liked differently by males and females. In general, realistic 
representational sculpture was preferred over the more abstract modern 
pieces. The five best-liked slides were realistic human figures by 
Michelangelo, Polyclitus, Donatello, Bernini, and Kolbe. The five 
least-liked slides were all modern abstract and highly distorted 
pieces by Moore, Arp, David Smith, Calder, and Lipchitz. Post ANOVA 
Jt tests indicated that females liked Arp's Human Concretion more than 
the males did. Females also described this piece as more tender than 
did the males. Males showed greater preference than females for three 
sculptures, a realistic nude female torso and two abstract pieces.
For the males the correlations between each subject's sculp­
ture preference ratings and the distances between each sculpture's 
mean description and the subject's description of his actual-self 
ranged from -.59 to .51 with a median value of -.08. Of these 50 
correlations 6 were significant (4 negative and 2 positive). For the
54
TABLE 4
MEAN PREFERENCE RATINGS AND RANK ORDER OF
PREFERENCE OF THE SCULPTURES
No. Title Means Ranks
Ma les Females Total
1 St. George (1417) 4.76 4.80 4.78 3
2 Baudelaire (1911) 3.76 3.66 3.71 12
3 Standing Nude (1926) 4.66 4.52 4.59 5
4 Circus Scene (1927) 3.20 3.50 3.35 16
5 Head of a Prince 
(c. 2580 B.C.)
3.72 4.16 3.94 10
6 Cubi XIX (1964) 4.06* 3.16* 3.61 14
7 Day (1534) 5.22 5.52 5.37 1
8 Man Pointing (1947) 3.82 4.12 3.97 9
9 Blackburn, Song of an 
Irish Blacksmith (1950) 3.46 2.84 3.15 18
10 Doryphorus (c 440 B.C. )5 .20 5.16 5.18 2
11 Stringed Figure (1939) 4.24* 3.42* 3.83 11
12 Human Concretion (1949) 2 .48* 3.68* 3.08 19
13 Woman (1927) 3.58 3.30 3.44 15
14 Two Segments and 
Sphere (1936) 3.80 3.56 3.68 13
15 Crouching Figure (1914) 4.36 4.22 4.29 7
16 The Mother (1912) 4.04 3.94 3.99 8
17 Louis XIV (1665) 4.90 4.66 4.78 3
18 Black Beast (1940) 3.44 3.00 3.22 17
19 Torso (1966) 3.06 2.88 2.97 20
20 Action in Chains (1906) 4.92* 3.78* 4.35 6
★Significant sex difference at the .05 level of probability.
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females these correlations ranged from -.72 to .52 with a median of 
-.02. Out of 50 correlations 10 were significant (6 negative and 4
positive).
For the males the correlations between each subject's sculpture 
preference ratings and the distances between each sculpture's mean 
description and the subject's description of his ideal-self ranged from 
-.67 to .68 with a median of .04. Of these 50 correlations 8 were 
significant (4 negative and 4 positive). For the females these corre­
lations ranged from -.60 to .65 with a median of .14. Out of 50 
correlations 11 were significant (2 negative and 9 positive).
Thus, out of a total of 200 correlations (2 for each of 100 
subjects) 35 were significant (16 negative and 19 positive). Out of 
50 males 11 subjects accounted for 14 of these correlations. Out of 
50 females 16 subjects accounted for 21 of these significant correla­
tions. Thus, for 27 of 100 subjects there was a relationship between 
their sculpture preferences and the similarity of these sculptures to 
their own self descriptions. For some subjects liking was positively 
associated with similarity of the sculpture to one's self description; 
for others liking was negatively associated with similarity of the 
sculpture to one's self description. These relationships occurred 
sometimes for similarity to actual-self descriptions, sometimes for 
similarity to ideal-self descriptions, and sometimes for both (although 
not necessarily in the same direction).
For males, only 1 of the 20 correlations between each sculpture's 
preference ratings and the distances between its mean description and 
the actual-self description of each subject was significant (positive).
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For the females, none of these correlations were significant.
For males, none of the 20 correlations between each sculpture's 
preference ratings and the distances between its mean description and 
the ideal-self description of each subject were significant. For the 
females, 1 of these 20 correlations was significant (negative).
None of the correlations between mean sculpture preferences and 
the distances between each sculpture's mean description and the mean 
self descriptions were significant. However, for females there was a 
nearly significant correlation (.43 with .44 being significant) between 
mean sculpture preferences and their distances from the female's mean 
ideal-self description.
The males of Group 1 had a mean age of 20.8 years and were sig­
nificantly older than the females who had a mean age of 19.5 years.
Males had also completed more college credit hours than had the 
females (a mean of 70 as opposed to a mean of 51 hours for females). 
There were no significant differences in reported cumulative grade
point average or in hours of college art courses completed. Of the 50
males 11 had taken at least one art course and of the females 13 had 
taken at least one art course.
Of the 50 males, 15 were majoring in one of the biological 
sciences, especially zoology. Business fields accounted for 11 of the 
majors and social studies (3 psychology majors) encompassed 10 others. 
The remaining academic majors were quite varied and included such 
areas as engineering, animal science, computer science, geology, 
chemistry, and architecture.
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Of the 50 females, 17 were in biological sciences, predomi­
nantly the applied areas such as nursing and dental hygiene. Business
fields encompassed 9 of the majors, and humanities, education, and
social studies (3 psychology majors) accounted for 5 students each. 
Other coeds were majoring in diverse disciplines such as interior 
design, architecture, law enforcement, and mathematics.
Of the 50 males 30 made some comments on the research evalua­
tion form. These were mostly requests for the research findings or 
brief evaluative remarks such as "interesting" or "I enjoyed it." A 
few were more informative. A sophomore in psychology suggested, 
"Perhaps there could have been less human like features. . . .  I 
saw them as people rather than pieces of art." A senior in political 
science wrote, "Appeared to be an attempt to correlate personality of 
the individual to projections of one's desired personality via one's 
projections of that desired personality into the art form."
Of the 50 females 22 commented about the research. Again, most 
of the remarks were requests for results or brief evaluative comments,
mostly favorable. A freshman in nursing complained about the diffi­
culty of the task. A sophomore in microbiology noted, "Seeing art as 
an extension of the way I see myself is evident."
DISCUSSION
The mean sculpture descriptions obtained in this study were 
consistent with the free verbal descriptions of these same sculptures 
made by experts in previous research (Moffett, 1971). For example, 
the two sculptures (#9 and #4) that were described as the most 
imaginative were also the two pieces that loaded highest on the 
dimension of ambiguous abstraction in the above factor-analytic study. 
Three sculptures (#10, #3, and #20) that were described as some of the 
most realistic pieces were highly loaded on the opposite pole of the 
same factor, controlled human realism. Barbara Hepworth's Two Seg­
ments and Sphere was rated as one of the most rational sculptures.
It loaded highly on the geometric abstraction factor that was con­
sidered by the experts to represent logic and intellect. None of the 
sculptures were described as humorous, perhaps reflecting the belief 
that art is something to be taken seriously. This gives some indica­
tion that the scales were used in an absolute sense.
Although the mean ratings validly described the sculptures and 
effectively discriminated among them, the considerable variances in 
these descriptive ratings suggest a number of hypotheses. It may be 
that these scales are ambiguous and consequently are used differently 
by people. It may be that the scales are used similarly but that 
there are large differences in the perception of the expressed person­
ality traits of the sculptures, or it may be a combination of these
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sources of variability. Reliability studies and factor analyses would 
contribute to refining these scales as measures of the meaning of 
sculptures.
The mean self descriptions of the males and females were con­
gruent with the social stereotypes of the personalities of men and 
women. Still, there were large variances in the ratings indicating 
that the subjects used all points of the scales in describing them­
selves. Actual and ideal-self descriptions emerged as distinct enti­
ties. With further research on the reliability, validity, and factori­
al dimensionality of these scales a useful self-concept measure could 
be developed. Comparisons of the semantic dimensions of self descrip­
tions with the dimensions of sculpture descriptions would also serve 
to examine the notion of sculptures as psychological persons.
Sex differences found in this study cannot be clearly inter­
preted since the males were older than the females and had completed 
more college credit hours. Perhaps females take introductory psychol­
ogy earlier in their academic careers than do males.
In general, there was little support for the central hypothesis 
that sculpture preferences would be positively associated with 
similarity of the expressed personality of the sculpture to the per­
ceived personality of the spectator. For a few individuals, perhaps 
one in five, there may be some genuine relation between sculpture 
preferences and the similarity of the sculptures to one's self descrip­
tions. However, the particular form of this relation is so varied that 
very little clarification of the relations among variables is achieved.
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For individual sculptures, the few significant correlations that were 
found between preferences and the sculpture's similarity to self 
descriptions could easily be expected by chance.
Nevertheless, there were some incidental observations that 
did support the central hypothesis. For example, Duchamp-Villon1s 
Baudelaire was described as quite serious, slightly tense, dominating, 
tough, reserved, imaginative, calm, unconventional, and passive. This 
same sculpture was the highest loaded slide on the factor of emotional 
detachment (Moffett, 1971). The three sculptures on this factor were 
preferred by people who were assertive, reserved, tough-minded, radical, 
independent, and self-sufficient as measured by the 16 PF. Similarly, 
sculptures #1 and #17 were both described as serious, realistic, conven­
tional, and calm. In the above study these two sculptures constituted 
the dimension of traditional portraiture and were preferred by people 
who were dependent, practical, expedient, conservative, humble, and 
tough-minded.
Similarity may be related to sculpture preferences in a more 
complex fashion than hypothesized in this study. Considering the large 
variances in the descriptions of the sculptures it may be that sculp­
ture preferences are related to the similarity of the person's self 
description to the individual's description or perception of the 
sculpture rather than the mean description. This would be consistent 
with an attraction-similarity-projection hypothesis: people tend to
attribute self characteristics to sculptures that they like.
It may be that similarity on some personality traits affects
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sculpture preferences, but similarity on other personality traits may 
be unrelated to liking. For some traits complementarity rather than 
similarity may influence liking. It may be that similarity or even 
complementarity affect sculpture preferences depending on the context 
of presentation, e.g., encountering the actual sculptures as opposed 
to only viewing them via two-dimensional slides.
The attraction-similarity relation may depend on motivational 
states of the person. For example, arousal of self-evaluative needs 
may lead to affiliation with similar others (or the corresponding 
surrogate persons of art works) for purposes of social comparison. 
Other more stable temperament and cognitive traits such as empathy, 
self-acceptance, tolerance for cognitive complexity and ambiguity, 
and clarity and flexibility of one's self-concepts may all influence 
the nature of an attraction-similarity relation.
Finally, it may be that similarity to self is simply not 
clearly or strongly related to sculpture preferences under any condi­
tions. Nevertheless, the assumption that sculptures can be viewed as 
psychological persons still has heuristic value since it suggests 
several paradigms for further exploration in the psychology of art.
CONCLUSIONS
The specific semantic differential scales used in this study 
were effective and apparently valid in describing the sculptures and 
discriminating among them. Few sex differences were found in the 
sculpture descriptions, but where there were sex differences females 
tended to be more extreme in their ratings.
For both males and females nearly all of these same semantic 
differential scales effectively discriminated the actual from the 
ideal-self description. Differences in the self descriptions of males 
and females were consistent with the social stereotypes of the two 
sexes .
There were few sex differences in sculpture preferences and 
those found followed no clearly discernible pattern.
There was little support for the central hypothesis that sculp­
ture preferences would be positively associated with similarity of the 
expressed personality of the sculpture to the perceived personality of 
the spectator. For a few individuals there were some relations between 
these variables, but this relationship appeared in so many varied forms 
that little clarification of the relations among variables was 
achieved. For individual sculptures there was essentially no rela­
tionship between preferences and similarity to spectators' self 
descriptions.
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APPENDIX I 
INSTRUCTIONS
The purpose of this research is to study how different works of art 
have different meanings for different kinds of people. To investigate
this we want you to describe various art works on a series of pairs of
adjectives .
Here is how you are to use these adjective scales:
If you feel that what you are describing is VERY closely related to one 
end of the scale, you should circle number 1 or number 7 as follows:
rugged (l) 2 3 4 5 6 7 delicate
or
rugged 1 2  3 4 5 6 (7) delicate
If you feel that what you are describing is QUITE closely related to 
one or the other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should
circle number 2 or number 6 as follows;
simple 1 (7) 3 4 5 6 7 complex
or
simple 1 2 3 4 5 (d) 7 complex
If what you are describing seems only SLIGHTLY related to one side 
as opposed to the other side (but is not really neutral, then you 
should circle number 3 or number 5 as follows:
sociable 1 2 (T) 4 5 6 7 unsociable
or
sociable 1 2  3 4 (77 6 7 unsociable
The number you circle, of course, depends upon which of the two ends 
of the scale seem most characteristic of what you are describing.
If you consider what you are describing to be NEUTRAL on a scale, 
both sides of the scale equally associated with it, or if the scale 
is completely IRRELEVANT, unrelated to what you are describing, then 
you should circle number 4:
shy 1 2 3 (4) 5 6 7 venturesome
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IMPORTANT: (1) Make your ratings in order; do not skip from one
pair of words to another out of order.
(2) Be sure to circle a number on every scale for 
everything you describe; do not omit any.
(3) Do not circle more than one number on a single 
scale.
It is most important that your judgments be made independently, that 
is, according to your personal impression and not according to how you 
think others would describe it. Do not try to remember how you rated 
similar items earlier. Make each item a_ separate and independent 
judgment.
Work at fairly high speed. Do not worry or puzzle over individual 
items. It is your first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about 
the items, that we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless, 
because we want your true impressions.
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SCULPTURE DESCRIPTION
No.
imaginative
rat iona1
tense
humorous
act ive
convent iona1
t ough
ca lm
dominat ing
2 5 4 5 6
2 3 4 5 6
2 3 4 5 6
2 3 4 5 6
2 3 4 5 6
2 3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
2 3 4 5 6
reserved 1 2  3 4 5 6
realistic
emot iona1
relaxed
serious
passive
unconventiona1
tender
excitable
submis sive
outgoing
If you wish, list any additional words that you feel would describe 
this sculpture.
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SCULPTURE PREFERENCES
Rate each sculpture on a 7-point scale in terms of its artistic appeal 
to you personally. A rating of "7" means that you like the sculpture 
very much, and a rating of "1" means that you dislike it very much.
A rating of "4" means that you feel neutral toward the sculpture, 
that is, you neither like nor dislike it. Try to distribute your 
judgments over all seven points of the scale. Remember, this is not 
a measure of how much you like sculpture generally, but rather of 
your relative preference for these pieces of sculpture.
1 . 2 3 4 5 6
2 . 2 3 4 5 6
3. 2 3 4 5 6
4. 2 3 4 5 6
5. 2 3 4 5 6
6 . 2 3 4 5 6
7. 2 3 4 5 6
8 . 2 3 4 5 6
9. 2 3 4 5 6
1 0 . 2 3 4 5 6
1 1. 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 . 2 3 4 5 6
13. 2 3 4 5 6
14. 2 3 4 5 6
15. 2 3 4 5 6
16. 2 3 4 5 6
17. 2 3 4 5 6
18. 2 3 4 5 6
19. 2 3 4 5 6
2 0 . 2 3 4 5 6
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INSTRUCTIONS
The purpose of this research is to study how different works of art 
have different meanings for different kinds of people. To 
investigate this we want you to describe yourself on a series of 
pairs of adjectives.
Here is how you are to use these adjective scales:
If you feel that what you are describing is VERY closely related to 
one end of the scale, you should circle number 1 or number 7 as 
follows:
rugged 1l) 2 3 4 5 6 7 delicate
or
rugged 1 2  3 4 5 6 (7} delicate
If you feel that what you are describing is QUITE closely related to 
one or the other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should 
circle number 2 or number 6 as follows:
simple 1 \^) 3 4 5 6 7 complex
or
simple 1 2 3 4 5 (7T) 7 complex
If what you are describing seems only SLIGHTLY related to one side as 
opposed to the other side (but is not really neutral), then you 
should circle number 3 or number 5 as follows:
sociable 1 2 (j7) 4 5 6 7 unsociable
or
sociable 1 2 3 4 (jf) 6 7 unsociable
The number you circle, of course, depends upon which of the two ends 
of the scale seem most characteristic of what you are describing.
If you consider what you are describing to be NEUTRAL on a scale, 
both sides of the scale equally associated with it, or if the scale 
is completely IRRELEVANT, unrelated to what you are describing, then 
you should circle number 4:
shy 1 2 3 (4J 5 6 7 venturesome
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IMPORTANT: (1) Make your ratings in order; do not skip from
one pair of words to another out of order.
(2) Be sure to circle a number on every scale for
everything you describe; do not omit any.
(3) Do not circle more than one number on a single 
seale .
It is most important that your judgments be made independently, that 
is, according to your persona 1 impression and not according to how 
you think others would describe it. Do not try to remember how you 
rated similar items earlier. Make each item separate and indepen­
dent judgment.
Work at fairly high speed. Do not worry or puzzle over individual 
items. It is your first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about
the items, that we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless,
because we want your true impressions.
Academic Information
College Credit Hours Completed 
Cumulative Grade Point Average 
Academic Major _________________
College Credit Hours in Art
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ACTUAL-SELF DESCRIPTION
Sex: Male Female (Circle one)
A g e : _____ Years   Months
As explained in the instructions, use the adjective scales below to 
describe yourself as you actua1ly are, not as others see you or as 
you would 1 '_ke to be .
imaginative 1 2
rational 1 2
tense 1 2
humorous 1 2
active 1 2
conventional 1 2
tough 1 2
calm 1 2
dominating 1 2
reserved 1 2
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
7 realistic
emotional
relaxed
serious
passive
unconventiona1
tender
excitable
submissive
7 outgoing
If you wish, list any additional words that you feel would describe 
you as the person you really are.
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IDEAL-SELF DESCRIPTION
Sex: Male Female (Circle one)
Age: ____  Years _____ Months
This time, use the adjectives below to describe yourself a_s you would 
ideally like to be, not as others might like you to be but as within 
yourself you would most like to be.
imaginative 1 2
rational 1 2
tense 1 2
humorous 1 2
active 1 2
conventional 1 2
tough 1 2
calm 1 2
dominating 1 2
reserved 1 2
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6
7 realistic
emotiona1
relaxed
serious
passive
unconventiona1
tender
excitable
submissive
7 outgoing
If you wish, list any additional words that you feel would describe 
you as you would ideally like to be.
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RESEARCH EVALUATION FORM
1. To what extent did you enjoy participating in this research?
"not at all" 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 "very much"
2. Please make any comments you would like about your experience in 
participating in this research project.
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APPENDIX II
Mean Numerical and Corresponding Verbal Sculpture Descriptions of
Group 0
No. 1 Donatello, S_t. George (1417)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 5.74 5 .94 5 .84*
rati ona1-emot i ona1 3.22 2 .90 3.06*
tense-relaxed 3.56 3.00 3.28*
humorous-serious 6.20 6.50 6 .35*
active-passive 3. 78 4.28 4.03
c onve nt i ona1-unc onvent i ona1 2 .70 2 .18 2 .44*
tough-tender 2 .94 2.48 2.71*
calm-excitable 2 .84 2 .58 2.71*
dominating-submissive 2 .98 2 .16 2.57*
reserved-outgoing 3.60 2 .68 3.14*
Verbal Description:
quite serious, realistic, and conventional
slightly dominating, tough, calm, rational, reserved, and tense
No. 2 R. Duchamp-Vi1Ion, Baudeioire 71911)
Ma les Females Total
imaginative-realistic 3.06 3.10 3.08*
rationa1-emot iona1 3.64 3.78 3.71
tense-relaxed 2 .66 2 .60 2 .63*
humorous-serious 6.14 6.48 6.31*
active-passive 4.30 4.74 4.52*
conventiona1-unconventiona1 5.00 4 .64 4.82*
tough-tender 2 .38 2 .76 2 .82*
calm-excitable 3.26 3.04 3.15*
dominating-submissive 2 .96 2 .48 2 .72*
reserved-outgoing 3.48** 2.64** 3.06*
Verbal Description: 
quite serious
slightly tense, dominating, tough, reserved, imaginative, calm, 
unconventional, and passive
Females described this sculpture as more reserved than did the males.
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level of
probability.
**Significant sex difference at the .05 level of probability.
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No. 3 G. Kolbe, Standing Nude (1926)
Ma les Females Total
imaginative-realis tic 5.70 6.00 5.85*
rational-emotiona1 4.90 4.56 4.73*
tense-relaxed 4.54 4.38 4.46*
humorous-serious 5.64 5 .96 5.80*
active-passive 5 .30 5.34 5.32*
conventional-unconventional 2 .84 2 .64 2 .74*
tough-tender 6.18 5.92 6.05*
calm-excitable 3.28 3.02 3.15*
dominating-submissive 6.02 5 .88 5 .95*
reserved-outgoing 2 .76 2 .40 2 .58*
Verbal Description:
quite tender, submissive, realistic , and serious
slightly reserved, passive, conventional, calm, and emotional
No. 4 J. Lipchitz, Circus Scene (1927)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realist ic 1 .60 1 .50 1.55*
rational-emotional 5.12 5.68 5.40*
tense-relaxed 3.42 3.14 3.28*
humorous-serious 4.48 4.32 4.40*
active-passive 2 .90 1.88 2 .39*
c onvent i ona1-unconvent i ona1 5.56 6 .04 5.80*
tough-tender 3.40 3.62 3.51*
calm-excitable 4.92 5.64 5 .28*
dominating-submissive 3.72** 2 .86** 3.29*
reserved-outgoing 5.06 5.40 5 .23*
Verbal Description:
quite imaginative, unconventional, and active
slightly emotional, excitable, outgoing, tense, and dominating 
Females described this sculpture as more dominating than did the males.
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level of 
probability.
**Significant sex difference at the .05 level of probability.
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No. 5 Egyptian, Head of a Prince (c. 2580 B.C.)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 5 .50 5.32 5 .41*
rationa1-emot iona1 4.02 3.74 3.88
tense-relaxed 5.12 5.52 5.32*
humorous-serious 4.76 4.56 4.67*
active-passive 4.32 4.32 4.32*
convent i ona1-unc onvent i ona1 3.10 3.06 3.08*
tough-tender 4.92 4.98 4.95*
calm-excitable 3.00 2 .42 2.71*
dominating-submissive 4.60 3.86 4.23
reserved-outgoing 3.26 3.74 3.50*
Verbal Description:
slightly realistic, relaxed, calm, tender, conventional, 
serious, and reserved.
No. 6 D. Smith, Cubi XIX (1964)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 1.80 1.92 1 .86*
rationa1-emotiona1 4.00 4.36 4.18
tense-relaxed 3.04 2 .56 2.80*
humorous-serious 5 .04 4.92 4.98*
active-passive 3.64 3.44 3.54*
c onvent i ona1-unc onvent i ona1 5.26 5.88 5.57*
tough-tender 3.14 3.16 3.15*
calm-excitable 4.18 4.92 4.55*
dominating-submissive 3.22 2 .68 2 .95*
reserved-outgoing 4 .66 4.74 4.70*
Verbal Description;
quite imaginative and unconventional
slightly tense, dominating, serious, tough, outgoing, and 
excitable
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level of
probability.
No. 7 Michelangelo, Day (1534)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 5.22 5.08 5 .15*
rationa1-emot iona1 4.94 5.24 5 .09*
tense-relaxed 3.48 3.30 3.39*
humorous-serious 5.58 5.56 5.57*
active-passive 3.66 2.90 3.28*
c onvent iona1-unc onvent i ona1 3.16 2 .98 3.07*
tough-tender 2.64** 1.92** 2 .28*
calm-excitable 4.08 ^.78 4.43*
dominating-submissive 2 .78 1.96 2.37*
reserved-outgoing 4.28** 4.98** 4.63*
Verbal Description
quite tough, dominating, and serious,
slightly realistic, emotional, conventional, active, outgoing, 
and tense
Females described the sculpture as more tough and outgoing than did 
the males.
No. 8 A. Giacometti, Man Pointing (1947)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 2 .30 2 .16 2.23*
rationa1-emotiona1 4.62 4.08 4.35*
tense-relaxed 3.34 3.04 3.19*
humorous-serious 4.54 4.68 4.61*
active-passive 2 .78 2.58 2 .68*
conventional-unconventiona1 4.76 5.10 4.93*
tough-tender 3.92 3.76 3.84
calm-excitable 4.56 4.78 4.67*
dominating-submissive 3 .22 2 .74 2 .98*
reserved-outgoing 4.70 4.56 4.63*
Verbal Description 
quite imaginative
slightly active, dominating, unconventional, tense, excitable, 
outgoing, and serious
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level
probability.
**Significant sex difference at the .05 level of probability.
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No. 9 D. Smith, Blackburn, Song of an Irish Blacksmith (1950)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 1.64 1.32 1.48*
rationa1-emotiona1 4.32 4.58 4.45*
tense-relaxed 3.62 3.84 3.73
humorous-serious 3.82 3.34 3.58*
active-passive 3.42 2 .98 3.20*
c onvent i ona1-unc onven t i ona1 5.26 5.76 5.51*
tough-tender 3.98 4.20 4.09
calm-excitable 4.30 4.54 4.42*
dominating-submissive 4.00 3.46 3.73
reserved-outgoing 4.68 5.16 4.92*
Verbal Description:
very imaginative
quite unconventional, slightly outgoing and active
No. 10 Greek, Doryphorus (c. 440 B.C.)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 6 .06 6.42 6 .24*
rational-emotional 4.00 3.92 3.96
tense-relaxed 4.34 4.50 4.42*
humorous-serious 5.80 5.86 5 .83*
active-passive 3.52 3.46 3.49*
conventional-unconventional 2 .30 2.38 2 .34*
tough-tender 3.22 3.52 3.37*
calm-excitable 3.36 2.98 3.17*
dominating-submissive 2 .94 2.70 2 .82*
reserved-outgoing 4.26** 3.60** 3.93
Verbal Description:
quite realistic, serious, and conventional 
slightly dominating, calm, tough, and active
Males described this sculpture as outgoing; females described it as 
reserved.
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level
of probability.
**Significant sex difference at the .05 level of probability.
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No. 11 H. Moore, Stringed Figure (1939)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 1.90 1.62 1.76*
rati ona1-emot i ona1 4.22 4.20 4.21
tense-relaxed 2 .60 2.50 2 .55*
humorous-serious 4.62 4.44 4.53*
active-passive 3.42 3.16 3.29*
conventional-unc onve nt i ona1 5.48 5.84 5 .66*
tough-tender 3.24 3.46 3.35*
calm-excitable 4.48 4.68 4.58*
dominating-submissive 3.50 3.22 3.36*
reserved-outgoing 4.52 4.44 4.48*
Verba1 Description;
quite imaginative and unconventional
slightly tense, active, tough, dominating, excitable, and serious
No. 12 J. Arp, Human Concretion (1949)
Ma les Females Total
imaginative-realistic 2 .40 2 . 10 2.25*
rati ona1-emot i ona1 4.72 5.58 5.15*
tense-relaxed 4.70 5 .48 5.09*
humorous-serious 4.42 4.76 4.59*
active-passive 4.82 4.88 4.85*
conventiona1-unconventiona1 5.22 5.38 5.30*
tough-tender 5.10** 5.90** 5.50*
calm-excitable 2 .90 2 .78 2 .84*
dominat ing-submissive 5.08 5.18 5.13*
reserved-outgoing 3.24 3.06 3.15*
Verbal Description:
quite imaginative and tender
slightly unconventional, calm, emotional, submissive, relaxed, passive, 
reserved, and serious
Females described this sculpture as more tender than did the males.
*Significantly difierent from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level
of probability.
**Significant sex difference at the .05 level of probability.
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No. 13 G. Lachaise, Woman (1927)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 5.20 5.20 5 .20*
rational-emotional 4.76 4.60 4.68*
tense-relaxed 3.94 4.02 3.98
humorous-serious 3.80 3.60 3.70*
active-passive 2 .76 2 .66 2.71*
c onvent i ona1-unc onven t i ona1 3.62 3.66 3.64*
tough-tender 3.88 3 .62 3.75
calm-excitable 4.72 4.62 4.67*
dominating-submissive 3.02 3.64 2 .83*
reserved-outgoing 5.08 4.88 4.98*
Verbal Description:
slightly active, realistic, 
and excitable
dominating, outgoing, emotional,
No. 14 B. Hepworth, Two Segments and Sphere (1936)
Males Females Tota 1
imaginative-realistic 2 . 30 2 .00 2 .15*
rationa1-emot ional 3.52 3.46 3.49*
tense-relaxed 3.02 3.06 3.04*
humorous-serious 4.52 4.16 4.34*
active-passive 3.96 3.98 3.97
c onvent i ona1-unc onven t i ona1 4.90 5.36 5.13*
tough-tender 4.12 3.96 4.04
calm-excitable 4.22 3.80 4.01
dominating-submissive 4.16 3.82 3.99
reserved-outgoing 3 .84 3.88 3.86
Verbal Description: 
quite imaginagive
slightly unconventional, tense, and rational
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level of 
probability.
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No. 15 H. Gaudier-Brzeska, Crouching Figure (1914)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 3. 12 3.12 3.12*
rationa1-emotiona1 6.36 6 .64 6 .50*
tense-relaxed 3.24 3.36 3.30*
humorous-serious 5.54 5.78 5.66*
active-passive 2 .82 2 .46 2 .64*
c onvent iona1-unconvent iona1 4.42 4.42 4.42*
tough-tender 5.16** 6 .02** 5.59*
calm-excitable 5.20 5.54 5.37*
dominating-submissive 4.20 4.28 4.24
reserved-outgoing 4.22** 4.94** 4.54*
Verbal Description
very emotional
quite serious and tender
slightly excitable, active, imaginative, tense, and outgoing
Females described this sculpture as more tender and outgoing than did 
the males.
No. 16 U. Boccioni, The Mother (1912)
Ma les Females Total
imaginative-realistic 2 .58 2 .26 2 .42*
rationa1-emotiona1 5 .00 5.86 5 .43*
tense-relaxed 3.04 2 .36 2 .70*
humorous-serious 4.52 4.50 4.51*
active-passive 3.22 2 .90 3.06*
conventiona1-unconventional 4.74 5.36 5.05*
tough-tender 3.02 2 .90 2 .96*
calm-excitable 4.82 5.44 5.13*
dominating-submissive 3.08 2 .80 2 .94*
reserved-outgoing 5.12 5 .04 5.08*
Verbal Description:
quite imaginative and emotional
slightly tense, excitable, outgoing, dominating, unconventional, 
tough, active, and serious
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level of
probability.
**Significant sex difference at the .05 level of probability.
No. 17 G. Bernini, Louis XIV (1665)
imaginative-realistic
rational-emotional
tense-relaxed
humorous-serious
active-passive
conventiona1-unconventiona1
tough-tender
calm-excitable
dominat ing-submi ssive
reserved-outgoing
Verbal Description:
quite serious
slightly realistic, conventional, 
No. 18 A. Calder, Black Beast
imaginative-realistic
rationa1-emotiona1
tense-relaxed
humorous-serious
active-passive
c onve nt i ona1-unc onve nt i ona1
tough-tender
calm-excitable
dominat ing-submissive
reserved-outgoing
Verbal Description
quite imaginative
slightly active, unconventional,
emotional, and dominating
Ma les Females Total
5.10 4.82 4 .96*
4.58 4.74 4.66*
4.16 3.94 4.05
5.82 5.74 5.78*
4.28 4.02 4.15
2 .96 3.52 3.24*
4.62 4.46 4.54*
3.14 3.38 3.26*
3.86 3.22 3.54*
3.78 3.66 3.72*
calm, emotional, and tender 
(1940)
Males Females Total
1.78 1.52 1.65*
4.60 4.86 4.73*
3.16 2.78 2 .97*
4.46 4.24 4.35*
2 .70 2.46 2 .58*
5.24 5.44 5.34*
3.44 3.64 3.54*
4.80 5.14 4.97*
3.42 3.30 3.36*
5.10 4.94 5 .02*
, outgoing, excitable,
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level
probability.
No. 19 H. Moore, Torso (1966)
Ma les Females Total
imag inat ive-realistic 3 .98 3.20 3.59*
rational-emotional 4.26 4.42 4.34*
tense-relaxed 4.86 5.40 5.13*
humorous-serious 4.84 4.90 4.87*
active-passive 5 .30 5.80 5 .55*
c onve nti ona1-unc onve nt i ona1 4.36 5.14 4.75*
tough-tender 5.36 5.60 5 .48*
calm-excitable 2 .62 2 .44 2 .53*
dominating-submi ssive 5 .40 5.10 5 .25*
reserved-outgoing 2 .78 2 .70 2 .74*
Verbal Description:
quite passive
slightly calm, tender, reserved, submissive, relaxed, serious, and 
unc onvent i ona1
No. 20 A. Maillol, Action in Chains (1906)
Males Females Total
imaginative-realistic 5.78 5.90 5.84*
rationa1-emotiona1 4.50 4.82 4.66*
tense-relaxed 3.10 2 .62 2 .86*
humorous-serious 5.40 5.10 5.25*
active-passive 3.00 2 .84 2 .92*
c onve n t i ona1-unconventional 3.16 3.18 3.17*
tough-tender 3.78 3.72 3.75
calm-excitable 4.92 4.62 4.77*
dominating-submissive 3.00 2 .70 2 .85*
reserved-outgoing 5.28 5.22 5.25*
Verbal Description: 
quite realistic
slightly serious, outgoing, dominating, tense, active, conventional, 
excitable, and emotional
*Significantly different from 4.0 (neutrality) at the .05 level
probability.
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